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on the month’s news. 


The Tory Government: 
the rot deepens 


When we were preparing this column last 
month the the state of things in the corridors 
of government seemed to be summed up 
most perfectly by the word ‘fiasco’. Voters 
at a by-election had just delivered a damning 
verdict on Major & Co. by electing a 
Liberal Democrat by an overwhelming 
margin in an area that shortly before had 
been a safe Tory stronghold. The Govern- 
ment in the eyes of Britain and in the eyes 
of the world had become nothing better than 
a joke, its leading representatives coming to 
resemble their Spitting Image caricatures 
more closely by the week. In pretty well 
every department of national affairs where 
this administration had laid its hand it had 
left a shambles. Indeed the observation of 
many voters, quoted in the Sunday Times of 
June 13th, that ‘‘this lot couldn’t run a 
whelk-stall’’ would seem on latest evidence 
to be an insult to whelk-stall owners. | 


Of course, what was bound to happen 


with such a bunch of no-hopers has subseq- 


. uently 
- leadership at zero level and 


happened. With 


demoralisation setting in in 
every quarter, what was 
once a cosy little club of 
‘pals’, scratching each 
other’s backs in memory of 
days at Cambridge or 
happy moments watching 
Chelsea football team, has 
now degenerated into a 
squabbling rabble, with 
every member seeking to 
offload onto others the 
blame for his own miser- 
able performance. In an 
army in a state of rout and 
in which command is non- 
existent, it is common 
practice for the officers to 
bitch at one another with a 
venom far outweighing 


branding 


going. 


IMPRISONED IN A ‘COFFIN’ 


Lamont’s revenge poses grave 
question over Major’s future 


By GORDON GREIG and JOHN DEANS ge 
NORMAN LAMONT 
ripped away the authority 
of John Major yesterday, 
him 


ORDEAL OF THE KIDNAP VICTIM 


PAGES TWO 
AND THREE 


an 


irresolute politician who 
has no idea where he is 


He claimed that the Premier 
ini to dictate 
ith his 


jor. 
anyth in g they feel towards tainted fu the slot punto whch 
Whiplash, would have be oe DNE 


the enemy. So it is with 

this Tory Government, 

which from the beginning 

has been composed of © 
small-minded, mean-spir- ed 
ited little men and women, i 
utterly lacking in powerful 
or noble ideals and almost 
every one with an eye to 
the. main chance. To those 
of discernment, this was 
evident from their counten- 
ances and postures from the 
moment they appeared on 
the national scene, and it has been amply 
confirmed by their every action since taking 
office. Now, having ruined and degraded the 
country in whose name they have strutted 
the world stage, they find themselves on the 
run from the wrath of a people whose 
patience has been exhausted. Character- 
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THE BITCHING BREAKS OUT | 
This is how Cummings in the Daily Mail saw the unseemly 
squabble between Lamont and Major following the sacking 
| of the Chancellor last month. | 
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istically, with no-one willing to admit 
responsiblity for the debacle in which they 
have shared, there is a squalid slanging 
match to find a resting place for the buck. 
Today’s Tory leaders less resemble a 
government than they do a collection of 
disgruntled film actresses, each trying to 
outdo the others in malicious tittle-tattle. 
For months, Chancellor Norman Lamont 
has, rather absurdedly, been made the scape- 
goat for a series of economic disasters which 
belong at the door -of the Government in 
general and the Prime Minister in particular. 
During all this time Mr. Major has been 
under increasing pressure to sack him but 
has shown a mule-like obstinacy in refusing 
to do so. Some have wondered whether this 
was due simply to John not having the 
backbone to look an old mate in the eye and 
tell him: ‘‘You’re fired.” Others have 
conjectured that the Premier was concerned 
that in admitting the Chancellor’s failure he 
would be acknowledging his own folly in 
appointing and supporting him — a folly 
compounded the longer the poor wretch 
remained in office. Once one recognises that 
the national interest and the imperatives of 
government are the very last considerations 
to weigh with these creatures, and that their 
sole concern is personal survival in the rat 
race of power, there should be no surprise at 
the calculations and prevarications which 
Major had to go through before he could 
make up his mind to give friend Norman the 


chop. 

When eventually he did so it was under 
conditions which made it clear that he was 
head of the Government only in name. 
Simply, the pressures to sack had become 
greater than the pressures not to sack. The 
Observer, in an editorial on June 6th, was 
close to the truth when its heading read 
‘*Shuffling a tired pack.’’ The editorial 
continued by saying:- 

“For the moment, the rudderless ship of 

state may ride a little higher in the water. 

The sharks from the media, who have been 

scenting blood for many months, are sated, 

at least for the time being, but it will not 

be long before they move on to other prey. 

They may not have to search far in this 

deivided Government, which still looks, 

despite the reshuffle, as tired as it is 
accident-prone.”’ 


The leader in The Independent on Sunday 
on the same day also spoke in nautical 
terms, its heading saying: ‘‘One gone, but 
the ship of fools sails on.’’ And further 
 down:- 

‘It is hard to think of one significant area 
of Government policy over the past 12 
months that has been handled successfully. 
Yet last Thursday’s reshuffle shows that 
Mr. Major does not regard poor perform- 
ance — or even rank incompetence — as a 
disqualification from ministerial office. 
Why should he? It was he, more than Mr. 
Lamont, who was responsible for the 
economic policies that prolonged the 
recession and led to the rout of Black 
Wednesday (when the pound was devalued. 
Ed.). It was Mr. Major who, as Chan- 
cellor, decided on the timing and manner 
of our exchange-rate mechanism member- 
ship.... 

“Mr. Lamont’s sacking has nothing to do 
with his suitability for office. He could and 
should have left office after the ERM 
débâcle last autumn... The . landslide 
defeats at Newbury and in the shire 
counties were what did for Mr. Lamont, 
not his failings in office. The subsequent 
fury in the county associations and the 
panic on the Westminster back benches 
forced Mr. Major to act. i 

‘But after his clumsy sacking of Mr. 
Lamont, the Prime Minister refused to go 
further. There is not the remotest sign that 
he is prepared to apply to the Cabinet the 
‘performance indicators’ that he and his- 
ministers are always demanding for other 
public sector workers... Mr. Major’s 
limited reshuffle is designed mainly to 
preserve the balance of ‘wet’ and ‘dry’ in 
ministerial ranks, not to improve the 
Government’s performance... It (the Gov- 
ernment) has no purpose beyond remaining 
in power, no sense of direction beyond 
muddling through the next crisis, no vision 
beyond winning the next election. Its ideas 
are tired ideas whose useful life is drawing 
to a close...” 


We couldn’t have put it better — except to 
ask: what government within living memory 
has been any different? 

The climate in Westminster being what it 
is, it was predictable that the moment Major 
finally did take the plunge and fire his buddy 
would be the moment for the excrement to 


MAJOR | 
‘An irresolute politician who has no idea 
where he is going”’ 


hit the fan. Lamont sulked for a few days 
and then let loose his venom on his former 
boss. In a speech to parliament he laid into 
Major and the Government accusing them of 
all the vices and weaknesses of which they 
quite rightly and justly stand accused. Mr. 


Major, said the ex-Chancellor, was ‘‘an 


irresolute politician who has no idea where 
he is going.” And he continued: ‘‘The 
Government listens too much to the pollsters 
and and party managers. There is too much 
short-termism, too much reacting to events, 
not enough shaping of events. Far too many 
important decisions are made for 36 hours 
publicity.” 

Coming from any other quarter, such an 
indictment might have sounded convincing; 
coming from a man who was right at the 
centre of government himself, who faithfully 
acquiesced in its policies and, in the case of 
those connected with the economy, was a 


leading architect of those policies, this 


condemnation was as pathetic as it was the 
obvious expression of sour grapes. What 
was Lamont doing when all the decisions 
and indecisions he deplored were’ taking 
place? He was sitting in cosy league with all 


the others, his hands clutching tightly at his © 


Chancellor’s seat, deferring to the Prime 
Minister like an obedient poodle. 

Hardly surprisingly, his Commons speech 
in condemnation of the Government 
provoked shrieking rage from its supporters 
and the certainty of counter-accusations. 
These were made in a speech shortly after- 
wards by Tory Party Chairman. Norman 
Fowler. Next, Government loyalists started 
resorting to threats. Said a front-page 


headline in the Sunday Express on June 


13th: ‘‘Major warns off Lamont’’. This was 


followed by a _ sub-head which read: 
‘*Premier’s allies tell the former Chancellor: 
shut up or we dish the dirt.” Lamont appar- 
ently had given dark hints that he had much 
more muck up his sleeve that he might 
throw at Major & Co. if he were so 
disposed. The characteristic reaction tc this 
piece of schoolgirl malice was a vigorous 
chunk of counter-malice. Mr. Lamont, said 
former Foreign Office Minister Tristan 
Garel-Jones: ‘‘...inhabits a colossal glass 
house, so I hope he will keep his stones in 


his pocket.” Said the Sunday Express in 


reporting these exchanges: ‘‘Last night’s 
‘shut up’ warning to the ex-Chancellor came 
with the apparent authority of Downing 
Street,” and: ‘“Those close to the Prime 
Minister are making it clear that there is a 
political ‘balance of terror’ between the two 
old friends, and Mr. Lamont could come off 
worse. ”’ 

The Sunday Times, in a leader on the 13th 
June, summed up this repulsive spectacle by 


: saying that ‘‘... for the rest of us there is no 


edification in watching political pygmies 
scratch each others’s eyes out. Nor does it 
do the Tory reputation any good...” No 
argument with that — except that the 
language used, strong though it is, seems 
almost inadequate to describe the depths to 
which the profession of politics has fallen in 
the Britain of the 1990s. 


Why no leadership? 

The puerile antics of bitch and counter- 
bitch following the sacking of Norman 
Lamont, coming, as these have done, on top 
of the almost Laurel-and-Hardy quality of 
government that Britain has become accus- 
tomed to enduring in recent times, open up 
again the question that we have asked more 
than once in this magazine: just how is it 
that clowns of the calibre of Major, Lamont 
and the rest of the present Cabinet manage 
to climb to the highest pinnacles of power in 
contemporary politics? __ 

Not that things are much different else- 
where. In the United States our Mr. Major 
has a close rival in the incompetence stakes 
in President Clinton, who, like Major, has 
managed to get himself regarded with 
contempt by most of his compatriots in 
almost record time after being elected. In 
France there is the colourless and devious 
Mitterand and in Germany the bumbling 
Kohl. As for Italian premiers, it seems that 
the country has great difficulty in finding 
one who is not totally corrupt as well as 
inept. Norman Stone, Writing in The Sunday 
Times on June 13th, put it bluntly: ‘“We 
have reached a real low point in leadership, 
lower than at any other time in recent 
history... the great mountain of democratic 
politics churns, and produces a mouse. ‘I 
sowed dragons, and I reaped fleas,’ said 
Nietzsche. ”’ | | 

Fleas are about the size of it. Everywhere 
we look among the world’s leading nations, 
the picture seems the same: dreary nonen- 

` Contd. overleaf 
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| WHAT WE THINK 
: (Contd. from prev. page) 


tities in jobs far, far too big for them; dither 
and drift; government by short-term panic 
measures, devised only to stand the test of 
the next opinion poll; failures of policy so 
immense that electorates have almost 
become numbed into apathy and despair by 
the process. 

‘Why have we reached this pass?” 
Professor Stone asked, and he continued:- 


‘*Leadership is an interesting business for 
the historian. How does a de Gaulle or a 
Bismarck, starting from the most unfavour- 
able imaginable position, manage it? De 
Gaulle, in 1940, led a few French desper- 
ados to London, where he was not very 

popular, and was then recalled, not just 

once but twice, to lead his country, at the 
head of a great wave of enthusiastic public 
opinion. Bismarck, when he began in 
1848, was called ‘the mad Junker’, repres- 
enting only a small group of reactionaries 
in a state that counted as the feeblest and 
silliest of the powers. Then he created the 
German empire.” 


But of course both de Gaulle and Bismark 
came to office by processes very different to 
those by which most contemporary political 
leaders do so. The former assumed the pres- 
idency of France at the height of the 
Algerian crisis and as the nominee of a 
military caucus which might have imposed 
its will by force had its demands for a new 
type of leadership not been met. Bismarck, 
on the other hand, was the product of an 
aristocratic tradition of government under 
which parliament was little more than a 
debating chamber and the monarch appointed 
his ministers. Neither of these processes by 
which strong men took over the helm of 
national affairs fits into any bracket of 
acceptability within the framework of 
‘liberal-democratic’ politics, which postulate 
tameness and mediocrity as_ essential 
attributes in leaders if they are not to 
become ‘dangerous’. Speaking again of de 
Gaulle and Bismarck, Professor Stone said:- 

‘What they had in common — and here of 
course they had it common with leaders on 

the bad side, Lenin and Hitler — was a 

deep belief in something powerful, which 

they had had since earliest youth...” 


The writer was here expressing, perhaps 
even more than he realised, a truth that is 
close to the core of the issue. Much more 
significant than the methods by which 
exceptional leaders attain power (which will 
vary greatly according to their times and the 
possibilities open to them) is the fact that 
each of them was in his own way moved by 
a mighty and dynamic idea. The great 
trouble is that in today’s political climate 
there is no longer any room for mighty and 
dynamic ideas; there are only the pers- 
pectives of the shopkeeper. This could not 
have been expressed better than in the words 
of the new Chancellor Kenneth Clark, who 
in his debut speech to the heads of the City 
at London’s Mansion House quoted de 
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Toqueville in saying that:- 
‘In democracies, nothing is more geat or 
more brilliant than commerce; it attracts 
the attention of the public and fills the 
imagination of the multitude; all energetic 
passions are, or should be, directed 
towards it.” 


Could any words more perfectly illustrate 
the spirit of the times in which we live and 
the soul of the Tory Party whose values 
dominate these times? In all truly great 
politics, commerce is very much a subord- 
inate force, a mere means to an end — 
something to be controlled and directed by 
government in the-service of loftier national 
purposes. When we reach a stage at which 
commerce is seen as the thing than which 
‘*nothing is more great and more brilliant’’ 
and towards which ‘‘all energetic passions 
are, or should be, directed,’’ we are in a 
world that has no use for real leaders but 
wants only docile functionaries who are 
willing to act as the servants of money and 
of profit. Perhaps Professor Stone was 
demonstrating a realisation of this truth 
when, lamenting the absence of real leader- 
ship, he said in his Sunday Times article:- 


‘*Instead... we have holes in the air. The 
people nowadays who really seem to be 
dictating events are the people with inter- 
national money. Sir James Goldsmith buys 
gold; the world buys gold, and its price 
goes up. George Soros speculates against 
the pound, and the world follows suit... 
The amounts of money involved in these 
international money movements — now 
$300 trillion every day — are such that no 
humdrum politico with a budget, in John 
Major’s case a millionth of that sum, can 
really stand up to that kind of attack.”’ 
Precisely. But this is the essence of our 
problem. We believe the institutions of 
‘democracy’ to be sacred. For this reason 
we are frightened of giving power to men of 
iron character and strong ideals and allowing 
them to take proper command over the 
forces that govern our destinies, including 
the economic ones. The result is that the 
men we do put into office are weak and 
uninspiring and have no real power to 
govern anyway — since the network of 
institutions within which they are obliged to 
operate renders them little more than 
puppets. We fear the ‘Strong Man’ because 
we think it important that we should control 
him and doubt that we can do so. But by 
rejecting him what do we do? We only place 
ourselves within the grip of other powers 
which are even more out of our control: the 
Goldsmiths and the Soroses of this world — 
to which might be added the Rothschilds, the 
Rockefellers, the Warburgs, the Oppen- 
heimers, yes and the Maxwells and the 
Murdochs — not least the mandarins of the 
EC bureaucracy. We don’t want a dictator 
because we have been taught that dictators 
are evil and might lead us along dangerous 
paths. So we surrender ourselves to 
unelected and sometimes almost unseen 
godfathers who dictate to us with all the 
imperiousness of absolute rulers, and who 
retain control whatever party or premier we 


vote for in the ritualised farce of general 
elections. In this there is the certain recipe 
for political leadership of the most abysmal 
quality. Yet when we get that leadership we 
bemoan it, as Professor Stone does, and 
yearn nostalgically for something better — 
evoking the memory of men of sterner stuff 
who owed little or nothing to the political 
conventions which most of us take for 
granted as right and normal and would hate 
to relinquish. 

So what is the way out of this dilemma? 
The only possible way out is a crisis and 
collapse of a magnitude that will force us to 
reassess not only the kind of men we want at 
the wheel of government but the kind of 
institutions we are willing to adopt to breed 
them and bring them to office. We are 
heading for just that crisis and collapse. The 
only thing to be decided is precisely when 
the moment strikes. 


Behind the big deficit 


If ever an example were wanted of the 
impotence of elected government under 
present conditions it can be found in the 
dilemma now facing Mr. Major and his new 
Chancellor as to how to make good the 
gigantic public sector deficit, now standing 
at £50 billion, without cuts that will hurt so 
many groups of voters that the Govern- 
ment’s popularity will plunge to even further 
depths. , 

Already, cuts in public services have dug 

deep enough. Hospitals are closing. Schools 
are hopelessly under-equipped. The armed 
forces are being trimmed to the bone. Public 
transport cries out for spending which will 
raise it to the level of the far superior 
services on the Continent. Motorways need 
massive repairs and extensions but not a 
penny more must go to them, and the 
Government is now considering introducing 
tolls. on the French and Spanish model. 
Pensions are inadequate to meet heating bills — 
but Major & Co. are having to contemplate 
putting the boot in even further against the 
old folk by making present bills subject to 
VAT — as well as extending that appalling 
tax to many other goods and services. The 
alternative to all this would be a rise in 
income tax which would be equally a vote- 
loser. 
_ The probability, hinted at by most press 
commentators, is that the Government, 
rather than risk further losses in its standing 
with the people, will attempt to stagger on 
with the present deficit for the time, hoping, 
like Mr. Micawber, that something will turn 
up to relieve it of the necessity for hard 
decisions. 

In one sector of public spending, 
however, we can be quite sure that no cuts 
will be considered. This was pinpointed by 
Noel Hunt, writing in Candour newsletter 
(May 1993 issue), when he said:- 

‘‘We are told that at the end of the last 

financial year the National Debt stood at 

£167.9 billion sterling. Let us suppose that 
our friendly international usurers charged 

us only five per cent interest on this 


amount. They charge very much more in 

fact, but five per cent will enable us to 
make our point. This means that we and 
our children and unborn grandchildren 
must pay to the bankers about £8.35 billion 
just to service this debt. Note the payment 

of this enormous sum will not reduce the 

capital debt by one penny — we are talking 

only of interest on borrowed money.” 

Of course, the National Debt is not talked 
about overmuch by the media when they dis- 
cuss the problems of public spending, but 
whenever the subject is mentioned it is 
presented in such a way as to give the 
impression that the debt is one incurred by 
honest lending and borrowing and is 
properly owed to the lenders just like any 
other. This is far from being so. The main 
portion of the National Debt consists of 
money that the banking system has ‘lent’ 
British Governments by the mere act of book 
entry — creating money out of nothing by 
issuing credits backed by real cash reserves 
to only a fraction of the value. 

The reality is that the National Debt, and 
the system by which it has been incurred, 
constitute the core of the problem of public 
financing. With every year that passes, the 
tribute owed the bankers under this system 
becomes progressively larger. The result? 
The government of the day has ever greater 
difficulty in finding the money to pay for 
public services without increasing the burden 
of taxation — always a politically unpopular 
thing to do. The present Government is in 
an appalling dilemma. With no member of 
the Government willing to challenge the all- 
powerful bankers (in the unlikely event of 
any of them having the wit even to know 
what the system is about), the only way that 
these bankers can be rendered their pound of 
flesh is for the public purse to be emptied 
yet further, with the result of more hospitals 
closing, more armed services cuts, an ever 
more impoverished public transport system, 
and so on. 

Many of the sell-offs of vital public 
utilities that we have seen over recent years 
under the policy euphemistically known as 
‘privatisation’ have been nothing more than 
desperate measures — prompted by consid- 
erations of short-term convenience — to 
scratch together enough money to keep the 
absurd system going a little longer. 

The solution to the problem? Write off 
that part of the National Debt incurred in the 
way of bank loans of money ‘‘created out of 
nothing’”’ and honour only the part consisting 
of obligations to ordinary bond-holders who 
have invested genuine money, then pay off 
the latter as soon as possible. This would 
create a government that was debt-free. 

From that point on, government should 
then raise money for the upkeep of public 
services by issuing it, debt-free, at a rate 
carefully calculated in accordance with the 
rise in the gross national product. Such 
money would simply be spent into circul- 
ation by government in financing such 
services, and would in due course find its 
way into the broader economy in the form of 
wages to public sector employees, payment 


for government contracts, and so on. 

By this method, as the GNP rose, govern- 
ment would have an increasing amount of 
money at its disposal for public services, 
thus enabling it, year by year, to improve 
those services. Taxation could meanwhile be 
reduced to a fraction of the present level. 

Has such a commonsense system occurred 
to our politicians? In fact it was proposed in 
a motion to the House of Commons by 
Captain Henry Kirby, the Tory Member for 
Arundel, back in the 1960s. The motion was 
defeated. Our elected representatives, if they 
ever understood what the idea was about, 


would never dare to challenge the bankers. . 


So we have the present Government in its 
present flap over where next to make cuts 
and where next to impose punitive taxes. 
And so it will continue — until we have a 
national leadership that is banker-free. 


Will they ever learn? 

The conflict in the lands that once constit- 
uted Yugoslavia continues unabated, while 
the world’s busybody politicians, seized by 


the incurable itch to interfere everywhere, 


run around in response like headless 
chickens. | i 

Right from the beginning, we have 
counselled that the conflict is none of 
Britain’s business and that we should leave 
well alone. This attitude, shared by just a 
few journalists, has outraged liberal and 
internationalist opinion, which insists that we 
cannot stand idly by while innocent people 
suffer. We have replied that inter-ference by 
outside powers will not prevent the suffering 
but will probably only increase it by 
extending and prolonging the conflict. This 
is exactly what has happened. 

Our own ubiquitous Dr. Owen, one of the 
leading neutral negotiators, is right now 
busying himself greatly in trying to draw up 
a ‘peace plan’ for the ethnic division of 
Bosnia, the present centre of the conflict, 
which will be acceptable to all parties 
concerned. The quest is hopeless — if a plan. 
is ever produced which the parties will sign, 
it will quickly be repudiated shortly after- 
wards as soon as the opportunity presents 
itself. 

The historian Correlli Barnett was one of 
the few to inject a dose of realism into the 
argument when in a letter in the Sunday 
Telegraph a few months back he said that 
the best solution on offer would be for all 
outsiders to withdraw and let the feuding 
republics sort things out themselves. In that 
event, acknowledged Barnett, Serbia, easily 
the largest and strongest, would impose its 
will on its weaker neighbours. At least, 
however, this would localise the conflict and 
lead to a peace — albeit a Serbian-imposed 
one — much earlier than would otherwise be 
possible. 

This is good sense, and the world would 
be a more stable place had the principle 
been observed over the centuries. One truth 
which liberals and international meddlers 
never seem to be able to grasp is that there 
are some conflicts on this planet which 


. with Moslem majorities 


simply can never be resolved in a way that 
meets with liberal ideals of fairness and 
justice, and are therefore best left to be 
resolved by the play of natural forces. To 
put it brutally, the stronger should be left to 
impose its will on the weaker. To those who 
protest that human suffering might come 
from such a solution, we need only reply: 
correct — but not necessarily any more 
human suffering than would come from 
alternative solutions. It is often that the weak 
can be the most vicious when, helped by 
outside forces, they are able temporarily to 
impose their will on a more powerful rival. 

Right now, the international busybodies, 
in repudiation of natural laws, are trying to 
parcel out portions of Bosnia in accordance 
with ethnic and religious divisions — areas 
with Croat majorities forming one entity, 
those with Serb majorities another and those 
yet another. 
Looking at a map drawn up along these 
lines, one is struck by its ridiculous 
complexity, with a multitude of tiny statelets 
separated by borders containing the potential 
for endless dispute. But at the end of the day 
it has to be asked: how are these borders 
drawn anyway? The answer is that they 
simply correspond to existing settlements 
which in the first place were established, in 
many cases, by one ethnic group settling in 
what was originally the homeland of another 
— in other words conquest by colonisation. 
That of course is. not ‘just’ or ‘fair’ by 
liberal criteria, yet it is precisely a division 
based on such an historical process that 
liberal opinion is now demanding! 

And of course exactly the same reasoning 
could be applied to a conflict in which 
Britain does have a genuine and legitimate | 
interest: that of Northern Ireland. The latter 
conflict will never be resolved in a way that 
is ‘fair’ and ‘just’ to all parties; we in 
Britain should simply make sure to resolve 
it in a way that serves our interest and 
satisfies the aspirations of our people — 
something which, being by far the stronger 
party, we have the means easily to do. 

But of course these practical solutions will 
not be applied as long as liberals and 
globalists have their hands on the levers of 
political power, as they do almost every- 
where. We will be doomed to witness 
further misery and further bloodshed in the 
Balkans — because the world is ruled by 
people who will never learn. 


No longer England | 

Has political correctness taken over in 
English football? 

We ask this question because it now 
seems that an ‘England’ XI rarely ever takes 
the field with less than four black players. 
Most of these players are not of international 
class, and the result is that we have a joke 
of a team that cannot even beat the USA. 

Does manager Graham Taylor pick his 
team on the basis of black quotas? Was he 
chosen as manager for that reason? Or are 
we just paranoid — looking for conspiracies? 

Readers’ comments please. 
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FLYING A KITE FOR TYRANNY 


JOHN TYNDALL looks at the latest 
propaganda outpouring from the BBC 


LAST. MONTH we were treated to yet 
another of television’s ‘Shock, horror, 
gasp!’ reports on the British National 
Party. Quite predictably, little attempt 
was made in the report to study or discuss 
the BNP’s political case. The focus, as 
usual, was entirely upon attacks on 
coloured people and the connection, built 
up in the liberal mind, between these and 
the arguments advanced by the BNP for 
the termination of Britain’s experiment in 
the building of a multi-racial society. You 
believe multi-racialism is a mistake, and 
you say so? Then you are guilty of com- 
plicity in racial murders. That is the 
reasoning! 

The latest TV focus on the BNP was 
broadcast in Joan Bakewell’s Sunday 
evening regular Heart of the Matter. I am 
not a regular follower of this programme. 
though I have occasionally watched it. Heart 
of the Matter purports to deal with moral 
dilemmas — should such and such be 
allowed or shouldn’t it? Just occasionally the 
issues are interesting but more often than not 
they revolve around questions that would be 
cut and dried to the average rational person 
but become matters of raging controversy to 


the chattering classes and the legions of the — 


politically correct. Miss Bakewell is well 
cast in the role of presenter. She has always 
seemed to me to radiate that ‘born-again’ 
look with which we are accustomed to 
identify the professional liberal moraliser, 
and the impression is heightened when her 
voice adopts tones of righteous indignation 
against the latest reactionary evil that is 
preoccupying her. A classic BBC type. 
This Heart of the Matter programme was 
shown at 10.30 in the evening of Sunday, 
June 13th. Immediately preceding it were 
four previews of coming films, one of which 
was about ‘racism’ in the American Deep 


South in the 1950s and showed shots of 


black homes burning and a car filled 
(presumably) with white racists trying to 


force another car, driven by a black man, 


off the road; another was a French produc- 
tion dealing with a resistance fighter who 
escaped from the Nazis in World War II. 
The BBC would of course adamantly deny 
that there was anything more than pure 
coincidence in these two trailors coming just 
before the film about the BNP! 


THE DREADED WORD ‘RACIST’ 


But back to Miss Bakewell. She began her 
presentation with a shot of the family of 
murdered black youngster Stephen Lawrence 
laying flowers at the spot where he died in 
South London a few weeks ago in what she 
said they believed was ‘‘a racist attack.” As 
she came to the word ‘racist’ the presenter’s 
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pious tones vanished for a moment and the 
expression was spat out with a venom that 


suggested it had been carefully rehearsed in 


advance — though this was not necessarily 
the case; BBC people have trained them- 
selves so well to pronounce this hate-word in 
the required manner of affected nausea that 
the performance comes easily and naturally 
to them. As for the Lawrence family, their 
grief at the loss of their son is perfectly 
understandable, and this was demonstrated 
by the mother’s tears and the father’s 
consoling arm around her shoulders. I would 
not doubt for a moment that these displays 
of emotion were entirely genuine, but it 
remains a fact that Miss Bakewell and her 
BBC team found them extremely good 
theatre and perfect as an introduction to 
what was to follow in the programme. 
Would it not have been much more the 
decent thing to leave this family to mourn in 
private rather than turn their distress into an 
exhibition to be witnessed by millions of 
viewers and squalidly exploited as a weapon 
of brain-washing? 


RACE MURDERS: THE FACTS 


What are the facts about the Lawrence 
murder? All that we know from witnesses is 
that he was picked on by a group of young 
Whites in Greenwich and stabbed to death, 
and that some racial epithets were used by 
the Whites in the altercation that preceded 
the stabbing. That is all extremely regret- 
table — but no more regrettable, not to say 
tragic, than the many other gang fights 
between White and Black, White and Asian 
and indeed Black and Asian which end in 
someone getting killed. It was certainly no 
more tragic than the brutal killing of Paul 
Carter, a white youngster who was attacked 
and stabbed to death by an Asian mob in 
Walsall last year. The difference was that 
the Carter murder received prominence only 
in the local press; it was not picked up and 
made a cause celebre by the national mass 
media, nor did it become the focus of noisy 
demonstrations by the various ‘anti-racist’ 
lobbies who have agitated over the killing of 
Stephen Lawrence and others before him, 


notably Rolan Adams in Thamesmead a. 


couple of years ago. 

Violent attacks involving white on one 
side and non-white on the other are part of 
the everyday pattern of life in contem-porary 
Britain and a sad consequence of the multi- 
racial society that our rulers have imposed 
upon us. Sometimes these attacks have a 
racial motive — although this can be 
notoriously difficult to prove, at other times 
a sexual motive and at yet others motives of 
pure criminality. We cannot always be 
certain that only one of these motives will be 


present in the mind of the attacker, nor can 


we say with assurance that the victim of the 
crime is always entirely blameless. Many 
inter-racial con-frontations that end in 
someone getting killed or badly hurt might 
be cases of ‘six of one, half a dozen of the 
other’; some might indeed begin by unwarr- 
anted provocation or insults by the party 
which eventually comes off worst. 

At the end of the day, we should be 
mindful of police statistics, which have 
consistently recorded that in the vast 
majority of attacks involving murder, injury, 
rape or mugging that take place across racial 
lines the victims have been white and the 
reported culprits non-white. None of this, of 
course, 1s of the slightest interest to sob- 
sisters of the mass media like Joan Bakewell 
or her BBC colleague Sarah Spiller, who did 
the equally biased Public Eye programme on 
racial attacks and the BNP back in January. 
Nor does it excite politicians like Ken 
Livingstone, who can be relied upon to turn 
up faithfully at every street demonstration 
following a murder involving a black victim 
and to thrust his nose towards the TV 
cameras proclaiming that the BNP is to 
blame, but who has not shown a flicker of 
concern about the Paul Carter killing or any 
other violent crime in which white people 
have been the sufferers. 


WHAT IS THE EVIDENCE? 


Of course, the claim of agitators like 
Livingstone is that political organisations 
such as the BNP create the climate of racial 
hatred which leads to the deaths of Blacks 
that have been given such prominence. But 
in what way. do they do so? I could 
challenge Red Ken to produce a shred of 
evidence that the BNP has ever incited 
anyone to kill black people or even to inflict 
harm on them of any kind. Even abusive and 
uncomplimentary public statements against 
ethnic minorities are now rendered illegal in 
Britain under the terms of a section of the 
Public Order Act, and precisely because the 
spokesmen of our party do not intend to go 
to prison they now very carefully avoid 
making any such statements either verbally 
or in print. On the other hand, I can provide 
abundant evidence of inflammatory state- 
ments by black agitators against white 
people, white society and white colonial 
history which might be cited as creating the 
climate leading to murders of Whites by 
Blacks. Most people on both sides of the 
Atlantic have heard of the Black Muslim 
leader Malcolm X, who only recently had a 
film made about him which was advertised 
in posters plastered all over the streets of 
Britain by activists from far left groups. In 
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fact this black hellraiser talked in far more 
inflammatory language against white people 
than speakers and writers of the BNP have 
ever dared to use against Blacks. Yet 
Malcolm X is a folk hero among many 
leftists in this country and around the world, 
and I have not heard Livingstone or any 
others of his ilk ever suggest that the organ- 
isations that have elevated him to this status 
are responsible for creating the climate in 
which black thugs feel inspired to go out and 
rape white women or bash them over the 
head before robbing them, least of all 
murder white people of both sexes and all 
ages. But of course neither Mr. Livingstone 
nor Miss Bakewell ever acknowledge that 
such crimes are part of the real world, do 
they? In their world, only Whites can be 
‘racist’. 

‘The true probability is that the over- 
whelming majority of those Whites who 
engage in street attacks against black people 
or Asians have hardly a political thought in 
their heads, least of all one that is polit- 
ically racial. BNP publicity material still 
reaches only a relatively tiny proportion of 


the population — a far smaller proportion 


than is reached by cinema and TV products 
which glorify the non-white races and con- 
temptuously portray the white ones. Of those 
that are reached by the BNP message almost 
all harbour fairly strong ‘racist’ feelings 
already and find that that message simply 
confirms rather than develops those feelings. 
If the message does anything to create what 
is not already there, it is to inform the 
ordinary white man in the street that there is 
a lawful political channel through which he 
can work to oppose the multi-racial society 
instead of venting his loathing of it by taking 
it out on ordinary black people. The BNP 
constantly emphasises that neither the Blacks 
nor the Asians are ‘the enemy’ but that the 
politicians who have created the presence of 
those Blacks and Asians in their millions in 
Britain — they are the enemy. 


DISHONEST PRESENTATION 


The above were precisely the words I 
used myself, in precisely that context, at an 
open-air meeting in East London two or 
three years ago. I was intrigued to see that 
a brief shot of me speaking these very words 
at that very meeting was used with Miss 
Bakewell’s commentary in the Heart of the 
Matter programme. Actually, the makers of 
the programme had themselves filmed the 
whole of a speech I made at a meeting in 
Reading only a week and a half before it 
was broadcast, but not a word of this speech 
was shown. Instead, Miss Bakewell dis- 
coursed about the Public Order Act and its 
clause about inciting hatred against racial 
groups. She then went on to say (quite 
truthfully) that I was imprisoned under this 
very legislation in 1986. However, just as 
she was stating this truth the old shot from 
the East London meeting was flashed across 
the screen. No words of mine other than 
‘They are the enemy” were reproduced. 
‘The enemy,’’ as I have stated, were the 


politicians who created the problem of multi- 
racialism, but since none but a tiny number 
of Heart of the Matter viewers were ever at 
that meeting to have known the context of 
what I then said, and considering Miss 
Bakewell’s accompanying reference to my 
imprisonment for ‘racial hatred’, the clear 
intention was for the viewer to assume that 
the enemy I was referring to was the 
coloured immigrant — in fact the very 
opposite of what I said in the speech in 
question. Here was a classical example of 
the ‘liberal’ technique of using a truth to put 
across a much more potent falsehood. It was 
a piece of the most contemptible dishonesty 
and deceit, but of course not one that would 
leave the highly moralistic presenter of 
Heart of the Matter with the smallest glimm- 
ering of a guilty conscience. If Miss 
Bakewell did not actually lie, the effect of 
the juxtaposition of her commentary with the 
recording of my speech was to put across 
what amounted to a lie, and it is hard for me 
to believe she didn’t know it. 


BLACKS’ AND ASIANS’ 
‘RESTRAINT’ 

In another part of the programme Miss 
Bakewell made an assertion that would have 


sounded comic, if not outrageous, to most of - 


the local white inhabitants of the Welling 
district of Bexley where the BNP has its 
bookshop. Just after a clip showed a large 
crowd of ‘anti-racists’ marching through the 
borough, she proclaimed unctiously’ that: 
‘What is remarkable is how restrained the 
black and Asian people are in response to 
what they’re suffering,’’ and she went on to 
contrast this with the angry outburst of 
Turks in Germany following the firebombing 
of the house of a Turkish family. In the 
latter case the immigrants went on a wild 
rampage through a town, attacking at 
random anyone who looked German, over- 
turning cars, smashing the windows of shops 
and looting them of their contents. 

What Miss Bakewell could not. possibly 


Rast 


THEY CALL IT ‘RESTRAINT’ 


have failed to know is that at the end of the 
very march through Bexley that she showed 
prior to making this observation a portion of 
the marchers did precisely as the Turks had 
done in Germany. They too went berserk 
and smashed up the neighbourhood, 
attacking at random anyone who looked 
British and therefore might — just might — 
belong to the BNP. They too overturned cars 
and looted shops. This mayhem was not 
even a media-kept secret, as are many 
similar occurrences around the country; it 
had prominent coverage on both BBC and 
ITN news on the evening of May 8th, when 
it happened. In the following week it was 
the subject of extensive analysis in the 
newspapers. Miss Bakewell must have 
known about it, just as, as a TV journalist, 
she must know about other black and Asian 
rampages that have taken place in which 
white folk who have no connection with the 
BNP have been attacked — for instance in 
Dewsbury in 1989 on the day of a BNP rally | 
there. Yet she had the unbelievable nerve to 
speak of how ‘restrained’ her immigrant 
friends were in response to white ‘racism’. 
On the contrary, if anyone deserves to be 
called ‘restrained’ it is the native white 
population of Britain’s cities where large 
alien ghettos have built up and such people 
have suffered intolerable damage to their 
neighbourhoods as a result. But of course, 
for them how could one expect the likes of 
BBC journalists to have the slightest 
sympathy? 


LIES ABOUT LOCALS 


In the aftermath of the rampage in the 
area surrounding our shop, I asked coll- 
eagues there to let me know of the local 
reaction, for I was concerned that some 
residents, while not necessarily being 
politically hostile to the BNP, might take the 
view that our mere presence there had been 
the indirect cause of their own sufferings in 
the way of violence and vandalism from our 
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This was the scene at Welling on May 8th, when a mainly black mob went on the 

rampage in the town after failing to smash up*the BNP Bookshop. The mobsters 

attacked cars (as seen here), smashed windows, looted shops and attacked ordinary 

passers-by for no reason other than that they were white. Yet the presenter of the 

BBC’s Heart of the Matter programme commended the Blacks for their restrained 
behaviour in the face of ‘racism’! 
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| FLYING A KITE FOR TYRANNY 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


opponents and therefore that it would be 


better for them if we departed. This is a 
somewhat cowardly and unreasonable attit- 
ude but it has always been a part of human 
nature and cannot be ignored. My coll- 
eagues’ reports, however, were immensely 
encouraging: far from the mayhem having 
turned people against the BNP, it seemed to 
have won us yet more support. Many people 
we had not seen before were calling at the 
shop and declaring their sympathy. At a 
local residents’ meeting hastily called to 
review the damage caused by the rioters 
there was not one single adverse comment 
against the BNP. The anger, one witness 
told us, was directed entirely against the 
mob who had caused the trouble and the 
police who had so tamely allowed them to 
get away with it. 

- Yet on came Miss Bakewell in the pro- 
gramme, bold as brass, and said of the BNP: 
‘‘Wherever we asked in Bexley we found 
no-one to speak up for them..”’ The film then 
proceeded to show various people claimed as 
local residents, black and white, expressing 
the view that the BNP should leave the area. 
Who were these residents? How were they 
selected? They certainly were not repres- 
entative of the people of the area we know. 


NO PROBLEM! 


In another scene Miss Bakewell was 
shown talking to BNP spokesman Dave 
Bruce, who conducted himself excellently 
throughout the whole programme. When DB 
made the very justified protest that 
immigration is not discussed at general 
elections, Miss Bakewell came out with what 
must have been the biggest joke of the whole 
programme. “It’s not discussed,’’ she said, 

‘‘because the majority of people don’t see it 
as a problem.” 

So there you have it, you white folk of 
London, Birmingham, Wolverhampton, 
Bristol, Leicester, Nottingham, Liverpool, 
Manchester, Rochdale, Blackburn, Wake- 
field, Dewsbury, Huddersfield, Bradford and 
other cities and towns too numerous to 
mention. The majority of you do not: see 
immigration as a problem. How do we know 
this? Why, Joan Bakewell of BBC’s Heart of 
the Matter programme has told us so! And 
who are we poor wretched proles to argue 
with her? 


TO BAN OR NOT TO BAN? 


So far, we have dealt with some of the 
particulars of Miss Bakewell’s programme. 
But what was its broad message? Heart of 
the Matter, as stated earlier, purports to deal 
with moral dilemmas. And the dilemma 
examined by the programme on June 12th 
became obvious from the very beginning. 
Early on, ‘anti-racist’ marchers, the majority 
of whom seemed to be black or Asian, were 
shown shouting for the banning of the 
British National Party, and their call was 
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then supported by Ken Livingstone in an 
interview in the street. ‘‘The BNP,’’ Miss 
Bakewell said following on, ‘‘claims the 
freedom of any legitimate political party to 
make explicit its beliefs and policies — 
freedom of speech is, after all, one of the 
cherished rights of a democracy.’’ However, 
she continued, ‘‘no-one in this country has 
total freedom of speech,’’ and she went on 
to speak of laws constraining libel, 
blasphemy, obscenity, official secrets, 
incitement to racial hatred, and so on. ‘‘So 
where do the limits of free speech lie?’’ she 
asked. In these words Miss Bakewell set the 
parameters of the debate which the pro- 
gramme examined. It boiled down to this: 
should the BNP be banned or not? Should 
the freedoms and rights that are supposed to 
exist in a democracy be extended to 
‘racists’? This is a question which liberals 
love asking us, and its rhetorical nature 
becomes evident as their carefully controlled 
and supervised debate on the subject pro- 
ceeds. To anyone who is sincere and 
genuine in their belief in democracy the 
question would never merit one moment’s 
doubt — there must be freedom for people 
of whatever political viewpoint to make their 
opinions heard. To liberals, however, this is 
not acceptable. Liberals are not, to begin 
with, either sincere or genuine in their belief 
in democracy; democracy is, to them, a con- 
venient slogan to be taken out of storage and 
played up for all it is worth when it is a 
question of championing the rights and 
freedoms of those in politics of whom 
liberals approve; conversely, democracy is 
something that may be taken out of use and 
placed back in storage when it applies to 
those whom liberals hate and fear and would 
therefore like to suppress. Liberals, 


however, cannot be honest about this any- 


more than they can be honest about any- 
thing else. A pretext must be found to justify 
the extension of democracy in the one case 
and the suspension of it in the other. So 
liberals resort to the deceitful trick of trying 
to bracket the ideas they oppose with libel, 
blasphemy, obscenity, revelation of official 
secrets and other practices upon which the 
law places constraints. This itself is a classic 
piece of humbug because most of these legal 
constraints, whenever they are applied, are 
opposed by liberals themselves with shrill 


‘squeals that people’s freedoms are being 


violated! 

Of course there is a situs answer to 
those who try to justify the banning of the 
British National Party on the grounds that 
these legal constraints are already in use to 
limit people’s freedoms. It is that those very 
legal constraints can be, and undoubtedly 
would be, applied against people in the BNP 
in any event in which they broke such laws. 
I know, for I am one of those who have 


` been prosecuted and, as Miss Bakewell was 


only too ready to point out, imprisoned in 
just such a case — namely the stirring up of 
racial hatred. Whether it was right or wrong 
for this to have been done is here beside the 
point. The fact is that a law prohibiting so- 


called ‘racial hatred’ exists, and the likes of 
me are obliged in our own interest to 
observe it. If we do not, the law will ‘get’ 
us. That is wholly different from a law 
which prohibits the very existence of the 
British National Party and its right to speak 
of the wrongs of the multi-racial society and 
to offer a solution in the way of repatriation 
of alien racial groups. Yet it is precisely 
such a law that was being demanded by one 
after another person shown on Miss Bake- 
well’s programme. ‘‘Ban the BNP,” 
screamed the demonstrating mob as they 
marched through Bexley. ‘‘Ban the BNP,” 
said Ken Livingstone. ‘‘Ban the BNP,” said 
the parents of Stephen Lawrence. ‘‘Ban the 
BNP,” said a tiny slip of a schoolgirl as she 
took part in an ‘anti-racist’ class in South 
London. Miss Bakewell of course did not 
actually bring herself to utter these precise 
words, but she presented other people saying 
them as if they constituted a strong tide of 
public opinion to which the Government 
must pay serious heed, and the clear implic- 
ation of everything she did say during the 
programme was that the question of a ban on 


our party was one for legitimate national- 


debate. That anyone claiming to believe in 
democracy could even give the remotest 
consideration to such an idea is a measure of 
the corruption to which that system has 
sunk. Quite clearly, what the BBC wants to 
do is create a climate in which the total 
prohibition of the BNP as a political party is 
supported by a large body of the British 
public. It does not expect to succeed in that 
endeavour overnight, but with enough pro- 
grammes like Public Eye on January 22nd 
and Heart of the Matter on June 12th, 
implanting in the public mind the assoc- 
iation between our party and racial murders, 
it seems to hope for just such a result in the 
fullness of time. 


WHAT ARE THEY AFRAID OF? 


So just who do they think they are, these 
people who would deny us our rights? Much 
more to the point, what are they afraid of? 
Can they no longer join debate with us over 
the issues that are concerning the British 
people, and defeat us by the superior argu- 
ment they would be the first to claim they 
have on their side? 

Indeed, is it not part of their case that 
only stupid, ignorant and unintelligent people 
are ‘racists’ and that the vast majority, as 
Miss Bakewell would protest, reject our 
ideas? If this is so, they should be the first 
to want to give us a platform so that we may 
condemn ourselves from out of our own 
mouths and their spokesmen and spokes- 
women tear us to shreds by the greater 
wisdom of their arguments. But this is not 
what they want. What they want is to 
suppress us, and if possible to ban us. Could 
any greater evidence be asked for of the 
bankruptcy of their system and the poverty 
of their ideas — that they must overturn all 
the principles they claim to hold sacred — 
freedom, democracy, ‘human rights’ and the 
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rest — to deal with a new movement and a 
new idea and prevent it spreading? 
Personally, I do not think that this Heart 
of the Matter programme did the BNP the 
least bit of harm. On the contrary, I believe 


it did us a great deal of good. Millions who. 


watched it must have contrasted the reasoned 
expositions of Dave Bruce and Richard 
Edmonds (also interviewed) with the arrog- 
antly ranting demands of immigrants and 


white leftists that our party be legislated out 
of existence as if this country were some 
kind of Stalinist police state. Millions must 
have emitted loud guffaws when the prissy 
Miss Bakewell claimed that the majority in 
Britain do not see immigration as a problem. 
At least some of these millions, one would 
hope, might see the programme as just 
another example of the corruption and hypo- 
crisy of the liberal establishment, giving 


credence to an idea that is in violation of 
everything it is supposed to stand for — out 
of craven fear of a movement against which 
it has no argument and which it is otherwise 
powerless to stop. : 

So, as the bottom line, thank you BBC for 
another piece of welcome self-exposure — 
and what I am sure will prove to be a boost 
in support for the party you love to hate! 


ARMS FOR HOUSEHOLDERS! 


With Britain in the grip of growing anarchy, says NOEL A. 
HUNT, it is time to revive an ancient citizen’s right 


TODAY it is almost impossible for an 
urban householder to get a licence to 
possess a handgun for self-defence. We 
are told that this is because of Home 
Office guidelines to the police. If this is 
so, it seems that the guidelines are of very 
doubtful validity. They should be 
challenged in the courts. 7 

For centuries, it was considered perfectly 
normal for Englishmen ‘‘to have arms for 
their defence as allowed by law,” to quote 
the Bill of Rights. A formal statement of the 
law of England is to be found in the Bill of 
Rights delivered by the Lords and Commons 
to the Prince and Princess of Orange on the 
13th February 1689. It is still the law of 
England. It sets out the circumstances under 
which arms may be held, and adds that ‘‘It 
is the right of the subjects to petition the 
King, and all committees and processes for 
such petitioning are illegal.” 

The ‘no-weapons’ policy laid down by the 
Home Office mandarins ignores the explicit 
provisions of the Bill of Rights. It also 
makes it almost impossible for a house- 
holder of even the most exemplary character 
to possess a weapon for home defence. 

But Home Office guidelines do not over- 
rule the Common Law — not quite, and not 
yet. There is no legal or political reason why 
householders of good character should not 
hold firearms and many reasons why they 


WHEN THE POLICE 

ABDICATED 

This is a scene from the Chapel- 

town area of Leeds in 1991. A 

mob of criminals, mainly black, 

ran berserk in the neighbour- 
hood, attacking property and 
terrorising locals. For hours, the 
police failed to respond to 
desperate ‘phone calls to send 
forces to restore order — most 
probably for fear of a race riot. 

- The elderly citizen seen here was 
forced to use an air rifle to 
protect his premises. This picture 
is reproduced from a report 
which appeared in the Sunday 

Times shortly following. 


| N ' 
i 
, \ 
q 
| 


s “3 . 3 3 4 sf u g 
: ae v > x 
z ; ii E 
2 = { $ 
i ` Can 
o ‘ 1 ao 4 
i 4 Š 
; $ i 
; ; ETET \ 
\ 3 ; e ‘eas « "A 
4% 5 7 
zj \ 
À ý x 
A Ñ 
; S ~~ = 
© 
À 
\ $ o 
\ 
‘ aE 
> + 
i 


Fearful: an elderly shopkeeper shows how he stood guard with an air rifle to protect himself and his property when the police failed to turn out to stop the looting in the Chapeltown area of Leeds. ‘I’m ready with the gun if they come again,’ he said 


should. 

It is simple enough to attach conditions to 
the issue of firearms permits. Firearms 
certificates for householders could easily be 
endorsed either ‘‘Not to be carried’ or 
‘‘Not to leave 29 Bridge Street’ (or 
whatever the householder’s address might 
be). Breach of these conditions should 
naturally result in cancellation of the permit, 
confiscation of the firearm, plus any other 
penalty prescribed by law. 


NEED FOR CHALLENGE 


It seems that the Home Office guidelines 
against firearms have only to be challenged 
in court to be held ultra vires the Bill of 
Rights and hence invalid. The language of 
the Bill is explicit. As ever, what is needed 
is- just one man prepared to challenge the 
ruling in court and if necessary to petition 
the sovereign. A case based on the Bill of 
Rights was heard as recently as 1987, so it 
cannot be held that that Bill is no longer part 
of the law of England. The battle is well 
worth fighting. Not only would it help the 
law-abiding in an increasingly desperate 


battle with criminals; it would be a most 


salutary reminder to our innumerable 
bureaucrats, swollen as they are with self- 
importance, that even they are not above the 
law. 


What is needed is for just one householder 
of exemplary character to apply for a 
handgun permit for home defence, citing the 
Bill of Rights, and asking that if the 
application is refused the reasons for refusal 
be spelt out in detail, since he proposes to 


exercise his right to petition the Monarch. 


One imagines that public support for such an 
attempt to make burglary once again a high- 
risk occupation would be immediate and 
overwhelming. 

Many feel that the balance of the law has 
been tilted much too far in favour of the 
criminal — or ‘offender’, as we must now 
learn to call him — and that as a result our 
society hovers on the brink of anarchy. Here 
is a suggestion that should prove immensely 
popular among the law-abiding; it would be 
a deterrent to the ever more arrogant 
criminal, and it would go some way to 
redress the present imbalance of the law in 
his favour. | 

We have a choice. Either we must treat 
criminals as the scum and the expensive 
nuisances that they are, and not, as now, as 
mere misguided ‘offenders’; or we must 
brace ourselves to face ever-increasing 
anarchy coupled with ever more violent 
extra-legal action by vigilante groups. The 
choice is ours. Arming householders would 
go a long way towards preventing the day of 
the vigilante. 


Looters were on the streets but the police spurned the calls for help 
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ULSTER: THE POLICY 
IS SURRENDER! 


Unionists, says GRAEME JARDIN, will always be at a 
disadvantage in Northern Ireland talks until they realise that 
the Westminster Government is their unsworn enemy 


The following first appeared as a letter in 
the correspondence column of the Orange 
Standard (April 1993 issue), obtainable from 
65 Dublin Road, Belfast BT2 7HE. We 
reprint it here because we think it an 
excellent exposition of what is wrong in 
present Government policy over Northern 
Ireland. Little in the actions of the 
Government, whether applied to Northern 
Ireland or to other national issues, can be 
understood except against the background of 
a realisation that it and its recent predec- 
essors have been governments of wilful 
national treason, committed to destroying 
every vestige of British unity, strength and 
sovereignty. The following, written from the 
standpoint of a discerning Ulsterman, 
provides ample evidence of this. 


I AM prompted to write out of a growing 
disillusionment with the actions of the two 
Unionist parties, and a disbelief at the 
views of some of those entrusted with 
Ulster’s interests at the talks. The 
Unionist community stands at a cross- 
roads, assailed from all quarters to come 
to terms with Irish Nationalism to ‘‘end 
the violence.” There is still time to 
consider what is actually happening in 
Ulster, as it is my belief that too few 
people are sitting back to consider why 
events have occurred as they have. My 
contention is that a defective analysis of 
the past leads to a flawed remedy for the 
present, which could be catastrophic. 
The key to understanding what has 
happened since 1968 lies in assessing the 
role of the British Government establish- 
ment. But there can be potential for frust- 
ration. The chief reason may be illustrated 
by a legal parallel. In order to establish 
liability in criminal law, the prosecution 
must not only prove the accused’s partici- 
pation in the illegal act, but that the act was 
deliberate. It is more difficult to assess the 
Government’s intent than it is to outline its 
actions. Other problems have arisen because 
of changing personnel; executive government 
is meant to be able to override civil service 
interests; and some governments have given 
winks of support to Ulster at different times. 
We also assume ministers to be honest and 
honourable people. But it is my contention 
that the last 20 years are inexplicable if they 
are not understood in the confext, not merely 
of government indifference, but of a settled 
ambition to create the conditions for a 
United Ireland. Far from neutrality, this 
means that the British Government has been 
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an active participant in the axis to detach 
Ulster from the United Kingdom. Thus the 
secret push for unity has run beneath visible 
events since the 1960s, and must influence 
every aspect of Ulster policy today. 


THE ‘POWER-SHARING’ 
FORMULA 

British policy for 20 years has been 
dominated by the belief that power-sharing 
is the ‘solution’, and every effort has been 
made to engineer Unionist acquiescence. 
That emphasis continues today, although it is 
disguised under the phrase ‘‘any system of 
devolved government must have support 
across the community.’’ But the Government 
did not invent the idea itself; it merely 
articulated a proposal that originated from 
the Dublin Government. Such a habit 
continues today, with Sir Patrick Mayhew 
uttering words that could have been spoken 
by John Hulme. 

The theory is also proved in how the 
Anglo-Irish Agreement was the child of the 
New Ireland Forum. The Government has 
used an anti-Unionist media for the manipu- 
lation of public opinion, in order to override 
orthodox Unionist opinion on power-sharing. 
Political figures, from O’Neill onwards, 
have been seduced to this day. This 
campaign has a darker implication — as to 
whether terrorist violence has been tolerated, 
or even encouraged, as a means of com- 
pelling the Unionist population to accept the 
principle of power-sharing and the inevit- 
ability of unification. } 

The newsletter Intelligence Digest made 
some interesting comments 13 years ago. On 
May 28th 1980 it stated:- 


“Mrs. Thatcher is known to believe that 
while the Ulster Protestants have rights 
they do not have the right to lay down 
conditions upon which they will accept a 
solution.’’ 


Then on June 18th 1980:- 


‘‘The British Government is increasingly 
asking itself privately if it is in the best 
interests of 50. million people that a 
minority of one million in Northern Ireland 
should use loyalty to the Crown to create a 
serious security hazard and possibly poison 
international relations, particularly between 
Washington and Westminster. There will 
be nothing dramatic, but on economic, 
military and political grounds Britain will 
ultimately favour a United Ireland, albeit 
under a very different constitution. ”’ 


_ What prescient comments! But if such 


information was available to Intelligence 
Digest how could the Unionists have been 
lulled into such a false sense of security? 


INTENT TO WITHDRAW 


All Unionists initially viewed the 
Agreement as a declaration of intent to 
withdraw. The pressure to concede on 
power-sharing and accept Hume’s idea of a 
‘new relationship’ with Dublin was stepped 
up. Unionists were repeatedly told month 
after month by the Government and its 
agents in the media that the only alternative 
was the hated inter-governmental confer- 
ence. Unspoken was the parallel implication 
that terrorism would otherwise continue 
indefinitely. 

But some Unionists misjudged, and still 
do, the purpose of the Agreement. They 
became fixated by the conference and the 
unused provisions within the Agreement. 
This led to an excessive keenness to 
negotiate the Agreement out of existence, 
and travel down the road of ‘constitution- 
building’, one paved by the parties to the 
Agreement. Hillsborough was intended, not 
to establish administrative machinery which 
would tangibly advance unification, but to 
break Unionist spirit and force an accept- 
ance of the Nationalist analysis. So far, the 
plan has not been without success: one 
delegate to the talks is on record as 
conceding that the alternative to the Agree- 
ment must satisfy those inveterately opposed 
to ourselves. The interest of the Union takes 
second place, evidently. The threat of the 
Agreement’s intensification has been used as 
a lever to get the Unionists to the table, and 
recently to persuade them not to leave. The 
question that I would like to ask the leading 
‘devolutionists’, who suggest this, is why 
this has not ben done already. Do Unionists 
know something that the Government does 
not? 

The arrival at the conclusion that the 
Government has been covertly but actively 
engaged in furthering a United Ireland 
means that everything is preceeding 
according to plan, as the Government is still 
in control of the course of events. The next 
step in the process requires Unionist acqui- 
escence, willing or unwilling, knowing or 
unknowing. 


TACTICS 


Until August 1992, I accepted the party 
line that participation in the talks process 
Contd. on next page 


made sense. Although I never expected any 
success, I supported the talks on tactical 
grounds, as delegates stated privately that 
Government ministers were taking a more 
pro-Union stance than before, and so the 
inevitable breakdown would be followed by 
concessions which would favour the Unionist 
interest. 

But the leaking of the Government’s 
Strand Two submission shattered my 
illusion. The discussive document offered an 
alarming insight into the Government’s 


thinking on north-south links. Whether it 


was penned by ministers or not, it must have 
been read and understood by them. From 
then on, I viewed the talks as a dangerous 


snare, which carefully camouflaged a desire - 


to build upon the objectives of the 
Agreement, instead of replacing it with a 
more pro-Union pact. 

I can now see how the Unionist parties 
have been led up the garden path since the 
talks about talks started in 1987. Many 
senior party figures have made great play of 
their perception that Brooke’s initiative 
originated with the draft Unionist proposals 
of 1988, as if Unionists have been in control 
of events. On the contrary, the Government 
has used Unionists’ sincerity in wanting to 
devise a better alternative to the diktat in 
order to get the Unionist parties into a 
negotiating situation in which they could be 
pressurised into a new agreement which 
would build on Hillsborough. 


Quite predictably, no better alternative to | 


the Agreement emerged from the talks. The 
only matter on which the Unionists and their 
opponents were agreed upon was that the 
Agreement could be superseded. There was 
no satisfactory outcome because the British 
and Eire Governments, and the SDLP, 
would not accept any package which did not 
move along the Hillsborough road. No 
delegate to the talks can claim that the 
Government energetically argued the 
Unionist case, or that it gave any priority to 
the interests of good government. Indeed, 


the Government accepted yet again that- 


Ulster’s internal affairs were not solely a 
matter of internal jurisdiction. No 
concessions to the Unionists followed the 
talks. 


HOSTILITY TO UNIONISTS 


Mayhew has demonstrated his hostility to 
Unionists in his public pronouncements. He 
has damned Belfast Orangemen as 
‘cannibals’, approved Gaelic street names, 
reiterated that Britain is ‘neutral’ (sic) as to 
Ulster’s future* and continued his predec- 
essor’s conciliatory tone to Sinn Fein. 
Despite all of this, I have listened to several 
Unionist delegates speak about how ‘sympa- 


* “Sir Patrick (Mayhew, the Northern Ireland 
Secretary) told a German journalist recently that 
Britain would ‘very happily release’ the province 
from the UK ‘‘because we have no selfish 
interest, no strategic interest.” It caused a fuss, 
but it was no more than the truth, and there lies 
the heart of the problem.” 

| Michael Jones, Sunday Times (20.6.93) 


Here two IRA men are seen appearing at a public meeting; one of them is speaking. 

Incredibly, the security forces, which must have been present, did not arrest or shoot 

either of them. Government weakness towards these killers, the writer suggests, is 

deliberate policy, since continuation of the violence is necessary to weaken the will of 
loyalist population to resist a United Ireland. 


thetic’ ministers were to the Unionist 
position. I will believe that the Government 
has abandoned its pro-United Ireland stance 
when there is tangible proof of it, instead of 
honeyed words. There has been absolutely 
nothing since 1985 to demonstrate that the 
Government has moved even to a neutral 
position. | 

The Unionist Party has another breathing 
space to reconsider its stance. All grandiose 
initiatives are highly dangerous if the 
Government continues to use them as a 
mechanism to advance a United Ireland. No 
talks can possibly succeed if Unionists come 
to the table in a weak negotiating position, 
expected to make concessions on principle to 
make the talks succeed and continue the 
moral reparation for the Stormont years. 
Carson and Craig understood that negot- 
iation from a position of weakness was 
futile. 

Unionists generally do not appear to have 
grasped the role of the media in manipul- 
ating public opinion against firm Unionist 
principles. The Government has used 
Unionist fear of being damned in the media 
as spoilers to intensify the pressure to 
concede on principle, particularly during the 
negotiating period. I remember hearing one 
delegate who was almost petrified at the 
prospect of how the media would crucify the 


Unionists if the talks collapsed due to their 
obstinacy. However, a public relations 
disaster is always better than capitulation. 

It is also necessary for Unionist ‘devol- 
utionists’, the darlings of the media, to 
abandon their dreams of ‘constitution- 
building’. Their language bears a disturbing 
resemblance to the platitudes of the Alliance 
Party, only gives credibility to the erroneous 
belief that ‘‘people coming together” will 
end the violence. It is incumbent on all 
Unionists to place the idea of the Union 
itself at the forefront, to get away from 
parochialism and not to entertain delusions 
about reaching an equitable arrangement 
with our enemies to govern Ulster. 

The. issue of equal citizenship is much 
firmer ground on which to challenge the 
expansionist philosophy of Irish Nationalism 
and the perfidy of the British Government. 
It is a devastatingly simple argument that 
must be taken to the mainland again and 
again until it is accepted. No option that 
does not place the idea of the Union at its 
centre can hope to work. It may cause 
controversy within the Unionist camp, but 
this is preferable to unity in falsehood: 
However, the greatest contribution to the 
future is a realistic appraisal of our Govern- 
ment’s behaviour over the last 20 years. 
That is why the talking must stop for good. 


Page eleven 


A TRIP TO HOLOCAUST LAND 


STEVE CARTWRIGHT relates his experiences with a TV 
team filming young nationalists in Europe 


FOR A FULL WEEK in May I had the 
dubious pleasure of travelling with a 
television crew through Europe. The crew, 
called Area Five Productions, was comm- 
issioned by Channel Four to produce 
Journey, a documentary in which a group 
of racial nationalists from different 
countries went across the continent 
attending some nationalist gatherings and 
meeting each other for discussions. 

When I was first approached by Area 
Five, an Edinburgh-based group, I was a bit 
wary as I know only too well that the media 
are controlled by the enemies of our people. 
However, I agreed to meet the group and 
see what they had to say. I met the co- 
producers Mark Cousins and Mark Defoe in 
Glasgow. Mr. Cousins, an Ulsterman, has a 
reputation as a young radical maker of 
documentaries who recently produced a 
programme on an artist/sculptor who lives in 
Scotland and has strong leanings towards 
‘Third Reich art’. Journey is Mr. Cousins’ 
brainchild. Mr. Defoe, of undetermined 
ethnicity, carries no resemblance whatever 
to the great writer of the same name, but in 
appearance he is not too far removed from 
Man Friday, one of the latter’s literary 
creations in the book Robinson Crusoe. 

The people of Area Five explained that 
the programme had already come in for a lot 
of flak from Jewish and left-wing groups — 
so much so that Gerry Bagel of Searchlight 
had refused to have anything to do with it 
even before the first tape was shot. The 
programme, I was told, will be a ‘fly-on-the- 
wall’ type of documentary, with no commen- 
tary and no piles of Jewish corpses planted 
throughout. All that will be shown is the 
participants talking. I thought this would be 
a good chance to get at least some of the 
racial nationalist message across, so I agreed 
to take part. However, as someone who has 
had numerous dealings with the media I 
remained a little sceptical. 

. On the first day of filming I was flown 
from Edinburgh to London, and we then 
went to Brick Lane in the East End to film 
some scenes in the so-called heart of multi- 
racial Britain. The questions took the usual 
form: ‘racism’, ‘violence’, etc., etc. I found 
it rather ironic that I was being filmed in 
Brick Lane surrounded by immigrants, some 
hanging out of windows, others dragging 
themselves away from their shops and some 
even offering to carry the TV crew’s gear — 
whilst I, sporting the BNP badge, spoke of 
the dangers of multi-racialism. 


OFF TO THE CONTINENT 


The next day we were up early and off to 
France, with the producer throwing in 
occasional questions whilst filming on the 
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train and ferry. A couple of scouse lads who 
overheard the questions on the boat 
approached me asking about the BNP and 
telling me some ‘racist’ jokes that would 
have made Bernard Manning blush. Luckily 
for these lads, the crew had the cameras 

-switched off, so their freedom is not threat- 
ened! 

On Saturday morning in Paris, Area Five 
had arranged to meet M. Eric Sausset, vice 
president of the PNFE (Nationalist Party of 
France and Europe) and a friend of some 
BNP leaders. Eric and I spent most of the 
morning being filmed talking about similar- 
ities and differences in the situations in our 
respective countries. In the afternoon we 
went to a rally staged by the French 
National Front, at which I was happy to 
meet some French comrades from previous 
trips. 

In the evening we boarded the train for 
Berlin. I have been to Germany on several 
occasions but never to Berlin. It was also 
Eric Sausset’s first visit to the city, and we 
were quite excited about the prospect of 
going there. However, within ten minutes of 
our arrival we found that Berlin, like Paris, 
London and to some extent my home town 
of Glasgow, was like occupied territory, 
with large parts of this once great city a 
refuge for Third World immigrants (our 
German comrades later pointed out that the 
city was occupied territory historically 
anyway). MacDonalds and Coca-Cola signs 
were everywhere. 


MEETING WITH A ‘SURVIVOR’ 


When we left our hotel in quaintly named 
‘Karl Marx Allee’ we were given the first of 
three surprises. The TV crew had arranged 
for us to meet a ‘survivor’ from the old 
days, one Herr Munter. Munter, a Jew, 
claimed he had been arrested in Berlin at the 
time of Krystallnacht and sent to a concen- 
tration camp. He then, rather remarkably, 
had been released and spent the whole 
duration of World War II in the same house 
without any harassment. What this had to do 
with Eric and me I had no idea, and when 
the crew said that Munter wanted me to 
explain my beliefs to him I refused, saying 
that I was only interested in explaining those 
beliefs to people I thought were susceptible 
to the racial nationalist message. As far as I 
was concerned, there was no point in my 
talking to Munter as he was hardly a 
potential recruit to our cause. Eric Sausset 
spoke to him briefly, getting nowhere of 
course. Off went Herr Munter afterwards, 
his ‘expenses’ clutched firmly in his hand. 

The next day we had to meet our German 
friends. We were taken to a park in Kreuz- 
berg, which is the most multi-racial, red and 
anarchist district of Berlin. Here we met 
Ewald. Althans and Gerhard Enders. Ewald 
is one of Germany’s most prominent nation- 
alists, and Gerhard (from Vienna) is very 
actively carrying on the good work of Gott- 
fried Kiissel, who is currently in jail for his 
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THE FOUR HERETICS’ 
From left to right: Steve Cartwright (UK), Gerhard Enders (Austria), Eric Sausset 
(France) and Ewald Althans (Germany). This picture is taken by the now famous gate 
of Auschwitz Concentration Camp. 


political beliefs. It will come as no surprise 
to readers to hear that at the time of writing, 
Amnesty International has not taken up 
Kiissel’s case! 


AND SO TO AUSCHWITZ 


After the filming in Kreuzberg we were 
given our second surprise. The TV team 
announced that we were going to Auschwitz. 
Much as we expected, the programme was 
now taking a very distinct holocaust-oriented 
line. I explained that we were political 
activists, not historical revisionists, and that 
if they wanted people of the latter type they 
should have contacted Ernst Zundel or 
David Irving. 

So off we went to Poland (or at least that 
part of German territory currently occupied 
by the Poles). The long overnight journey 
helped cement our friendship. When we 
arrived in Cracow we had a couple of hours 
to freshen up and have breakfast before 
catching the train to Auschwitz. But this was 
not before the crew produced another 
‘survivor’ for Gerhard and Ewald to meet. 
This ‘survivor’ admitted he had never seen 
a gas chamber. 

While we were on the train Ewald pointed 
out that the holocaust was like a new 
religion: it had its shrines and chrches, in 
other words the camps and ghettos, its gods 
and martyrs and its disciples — the Jews and 
the Shabbas Goy who continue to spread the 
message of the religion. Also of course it 
has its devils, us nationalists and the revis- 


ionists. To question the teachings of this 
religion is akin to blasphemy, punishable by 
jail sentences and even death. I thought this 
a very apt description. 

When we arrived at the holy shrine of 
Auschwitz the TV crew were suitably 
subdued, although not yet quite on their 
knees. However, after five minutes they said 
to us how shocked they were by the sheer 
commercialisation of the place. This, they 
said, made it just like any other historical 
site. 

The four of us broke away from the crew 
and did our own sightseeing tour. Ewald had 
been in Auschwitz a dozen or so times 
before, and one occasion this had been in 
the company of Ernst Zundel. He was able 
quickly to point out all the flaws in the 
exhibition, and he even took us to the 
inmates’ swimming pool, where we posed 
for photos. Just why were these inmates 
provided with this facility if the intention 
had been to treat them so badly? 


INSULTS 


When the TV crew caught up with us they 
told us that the plan now was for us to go to 
nearby Birkenau for our third ‘surprise’. By 
now we knew that this would amount to a 
meeting with yet another ‘survivor’. This 
one in fact was rather more famous than the 
other two. She went by the name of Kitty 
Hart. Miss Hart is a professional ‘survivor’ 
— by which is meant that she appears on TV 
occasionally and writes her accounts of the 


one-time camp. She began the meeting by 
throwing insults at Ewald Althans and then 
giving us some of her stories. I almost 
expected a man carrying a red book to 
appear saying: ‘‘Kitty Hart, this is your 
life!’ Of course, we had heard it all before 
and we told her we were not interested in 
her trip down Memory Lane as it had not 
the slightest relevance to our struggle for the 
survival of the white peoples today. 
However, there was no stopping her. We got 
it all — stories of cattle trucks, tattoos and 
gas flowed with relish. The interview came 
to an abrupt end when we told her we had 
had enough of her rubbish. 

The filming now completed, we had the 
day off in Cracow, a Polish city of much 
beauty but infested with Gypsies. We were 
informed by the crew that the completed 
film will now go to Serge Klarsfeld, a 
Jewish Nazi-hunter-cum-lawyer, for him to 
make sure that it doesn’t break any’ race 
laws (one wonders why, considering that 
Area Five is a British company, a lawyer 
cannot be found in this country who could 
do this job). The film will then go to 
Michael Grade’s Channel Four, after which 
it is hoped that this £100,000 production will 
see the light of day. The crew were less than 
50 per cent convinced that it will ever get 
the go-ahead because they regarded what we 
said as ‘dangerous’. I personally doubt that 
we will ever see it, but if we do I think it 
will turn out to be yet another of TV’s 
‘own-goals’. 


LET'S HOPE FOR MORE 


TORY CATASTROPHES! 


A Labour Government, says SIMON SMITH, 
would bring the day of a BNP victory closer 


SOME EIGHT YEARS AGO I actually 
voted Labour. The reason for this was 
quite simple. I was patriotic to a great 
extent and I cared deeply for the welfare 
of the British people. I did not like the 
policies of the Tories, which seeriaed to me 
to centre on selfishness and greed. I 
thought the Liberals were a joke, and I 
still do. It was in this frame of mind that, 
lacking political experience, I decided to 
vote Labour. If Pm honest, I have to say 
that wanting to fall in with my father’s 
wishes also had something to do with it. 

Now, after studying the Labour party for 
many years, I can confidently say that its 
fundamental policy is to create a utopian and 
impossible equality — among classes and 
among races. It is this policy that forms the 
central plank in the Labour programme, and 
all other policies are carefully woven around 
it. Like it or detest it, there it stands, and it 
deserves a thorough examination. 

France could provide the role model for 


this vast, turbulent and radical revolution in 
British culture. In France, President Mitter- 
and and his socialist bureaucrats have been 
swearing in new legislation, while at the 
same time erecting hideous new edifices to 
disfigure the once elegant landscapes of 
Paris and other cities and towns. What has 
been the result of this anti-culture revol- 
ution? France has not one single contem- 
porary author of any real quality, nor any 
current painter or orchestral conductor worth 
tuppence. French ‘culture’ appears to have 
become subterranean, with the disturbing 
prospect that it may never re-emerge to 
inspire the French people to greatness as it 
did in the Napoleonic era. It is accurate to 
say that all great nations are dependent on 
their cultures to create a vigorous patriotism; 
it is these sources that bind nations firmly 
together, and when the culture disappears so 
does the-creative will of the people. If we 


look at the Labour Party in Britain, and 


compare it with its French Socialist counter- 


part, we can see that there are many 
parallels, not only in policy but in spiritual 
outlook. 

For instance, the days seem to have faded 
into history when Labour recruited its parlia- 
mentary candidates from the working 
classes. Today, Labour’s leadership comes 
mainly from the intellectual left, all to 
various degrees ready to espouse and 
enforce a system of oppressive ‘political 
correctness’ — a tendency that lies close to 
the heart of the British cultural disease. It is 
this tendency more than any other: which 
wages: war on patriotism and race feeling, 
and if we study the French version we can 
see exactly the same influence. 


OPPOSITION TODAY, 
GOVERNMENT TOMORROW 


If placed in government tomorrow, 
Labour would immediately set about 
destroying what is left of British culture by 
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LET’S HOPE FOR MORE 
TORY CATASTROPHES! 


(Contd. from prev. page) 


introducing PC en masse to our educational 
curriculum. It would attempt to bring in 
legislation to stifle dissent which would be 
far more oppressive than that already 
existing. We can predict with fair certainty 
that a Labour Government would introduce 
race and ethnic recruitment quotas in the 
civil service, in the private sector of industry 
and commerce and in almost every other 
department of the nation’s life. Applicants 
would then be given jobs according to the 
colour of their skins and not according to 
their ability. Of course we know that this is 
happening already, but under a Labour 
Government it would be intensified tenfold. 

In effect this would amount to racism 
against the British people. One only has to 
look at the local papers to see that Labour- 
controlled local councils are today employ- 
ing this very policy. With a Labour Govern- 
ment this would be backed up by additional 
legislation designed to stamp out protest 
against such a policy. 

In addition to this, the day could be fast 
approaching when wholesale prosecutions of 
dissidents will come into effect — not too 
dissimilar from the way things used to be in 
the former Soviet Union. Alarmism, you 
may say? Not all all! We need only look at 
what has been happening in France. In that 
country the enforcement of ‘political 
correctness’ is rampant. There is a constant 
promotion of every cause designed to 
destroy the family unit. At the highest level 
there is the complete commitment to 
European Federalism, which would destroy 
French national sovereignty. On the legal 
front, criminals are favoured in preference 
to their victims. New legislation has been 
introduced to protect the rights of ethnic 
minorities (mainly Arabs) and reduce the 
rights of the indigenous population to speak 
out against immigration. You may say that 
similar things are taking place in Britain 
under the Tories. True enough, but every- 
thing would be far more draconian under 
Labour. . 


RISE OF NATIONALISM 


The gloomy view of all this would be that 
in such a situation nationalists would find it 
impossible to make headway. But the French 
experience does not bear this out. In France 
there has arisen a mighty nationalist 
movement, the Front National, led by Jean- 
Marie Le Pen. In a poll conducted in May 
1992 38.7 per cent of the French electorate 
said they would vote for Le Pen. Disgust at 
the way the country was drifting under 
Socialism was undoubtedly a big factor in 
this. | 

Naturally, under a Labour Government 
tyranny, nationalists in Britain would have to 
take even more care than at present to avoid 
falling foul of beefed-up anti-dissident laws, 
and this would present some difficulties. 
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SOCIALISM MEANS CULTURAL FORMLESSNESS 
In France as in Britain, socialist governments have always encouraged hideous 
architecture in cities and towns. This monstrosity of a public housing project in Nimes 
was built on the initiative of the city’s Socialist Mayor M. Jean Bousquet. 


But with intelligent propaganda and tactics 
most of these pitfalls could be avoided, and 
in the meantime the tendency of national 
breakdown already evident under the Tories 
would accelerate, thus creating more than 
ever the conditions in which large numbers 
of people sought radical change. 

If Labour obtained power in Britain in the 
near future there would be a further danger 
to nationalists. Every kind of extreme left- 
wing organisation would ally itself with the 
Labour Government in its attempts to 
suppress our movement. These groups 
provide the street thug element of Socialism, 
and they would most certainly step up the 
violence against us — no doubt with the tacit 
approval of the Government itself. 

But again, such a situation could be our 
opportunity. If we can stand our ground 
against such attempted intimidation we can 
capitalise on the national mood of anger and 
revulsion that it will undoubtedly generate. 


OTHER FACTORS WORKING 
IN OUR FAVOUR 


A Labour Government in Britain would 
most certainly step up the process of national 
disintegration and collapse that has been in 
motion under the Tories for 14 years. 
Labour would have no inhibitions about 
surrendering what is left of British sover- 
eignty to Europe. Labour would weaken our 
armed forces even more dangerously than 
Major’s Government has done — probably 


placing what little remained of them under a 
UN-controlled supra-national authority. 
These policies would be so widely detested 
that revolt in our political spectrum would 
become much more likely. By the time a 
Labour Government had been in power for 
a short while, the British people in great 
numbers would be looking for a new 
political force to support, and fewer and 
fewer of them would want to turn back to 
the Tories after the disasters of the past few 
years. 

Dramatic political events are now 
sweeping the western world, and the spirit 
of change is proving to be contagious. While 
not so long ago nationalist candidates 
received humiliating votes at elections in this 
country, light is at last beginning to shine in 
this sector — the most startling evidence 
being the 20 per cent achieved by the British 
National Party in East London last October. 
Although Labour won that election, the BNP 
hammered the Tories out of sight. All we 
need to do now is encourage Labour voters 
to switch their allegiances to the BNP. A 
short dose of Labour Government could 
accomplish wonders in that regard, and 
nationalism here could become the force it 
has become in France. 

But all this can only be achieved by total 
commitment to our cause. It is in this spirit 
that I urge my fellow members in the BNP 
to double their efforts in the times ahead — 
especially if we have a Labour Government! 
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SIR: Whilst watching the massed bands of 
the Light Division beating the Retreat on the 
Horse Guards parade ground on the 10th 
June I was filled with sadness. Regiments of 
the past came to mind: the Somerset Light 
Infantry, the Durham Light Infantry, the 
Highland Light Infantry, the Duke of 
Cornwall’s Light Infantry, the Ox & Bucks 
Light Infantry, the Queen’s Own Yorkshire 
Light Infantry and the Queen’s Shropshire 
Light Infantry. All these were merged with 
the Green Howards, Sherwood Foresters, 
etc. to form the Light Division. The TV 
commentator informed us that the six bands 
on parade were to be reduced to one. 

The Prince of Wales’ Division is being 
treated the same way. Presumably, all of the 
six divisions are to be drastically reduced 
under the Government’s ‘Options for 
Change’. The decision to introduce the 
American-style Royal Logistics Corps to 
replace the RAOC, REME, ACC and Royal 
Corps of Transport has disguised the fact 
that numbers of troops have been dispensed 
with. The Territorial Army has been 
drastically cut by the abolition of the Corps 
named above. Attempts to recruit for the 


bogus ‘Wessex Regiment’ and the ‘Mercian 


Volunteers’ have not proved very successful. 


These units have no traditions whatsoever — 


and do not inspire young men to join them. 
The Royal Air Force and the Royal Navy 
are going the same way. The September 
1991 issue of Spearhead foretold these 
events, and it is plain to see that the 
Government is determined to destroy 
Britain’s entire capacity to defend itself. The 
TV commentator informed us that the 
present British Army could be reviewed in 
Wembley Stadium and was smaller in fact 
than the Croatian Army. Spearhead sums it 
up correctly as treason. 
F.T. TANNER 
Bristol 


SIR: In these final days before our Govern- 
ment officially hands over our last remaining 
economic sovereignty to faceless, unelected 
bankers, in accordance with the terms of the 


Maastricht Treaty, it would be reasonable to — 


question and debate the moral priorities of 
the man behind such a despicable betrayal — 
except that such a debate is no longer 


necessary, for the Prime Minister himself 
has put this question beyond doubt through 
the starkly contrasting manner with which he 
recently dealt with two junior ministers. 
Writing in The Spectator, former trade 
minister Edward Leigh revealed how he was 
summoned by John Major to the Cabinet 


_ room to be told: ‘‘There’s no question of 


your competence,’’ and ‘‘Your’re a man of 
conviction,’’ before being sacked for that 
very conviction in speaking out against 
Maastricht. 

So there we have it, straight from the 
Prime Minister’s mouth: a clear declaration 
that honesty and principles have no place in 


his Government. Poor Edward Leigh, you 


might say. But this then raises the question: 
if it’s not honesty, competence or principles, 
then just what quality does Mr. Major look 
for in a minister? What does such a person 
have to do to keep his job? Well, lo and 
behold, a few weeks later, on June 8th, we 
had our answer. Rejecting opposition calls to 
sack Michael Mates, Mr. Major revealed it 
to be the giving of inscribed watches to bail 


bandits... something Edward Leigh clearly 
forgot to do. 

P. PRICE 

Nottingham 


EDITOR’S NOTE: There are now strong 
pressures from within the Tory Party for Mr. 
Mates to go. If he does resign, however, it 
will not be due to any action on the Prime 
Minister’s part. 


SIR: ‘‘Superstar with a low profile: Sidney 
Poitier in fight against bigotry and hatr 

This was a recent press headline, and it was 
followed by the words: ‘‘...This extraordin- 
ary actor, who has brought dignity to the 
portrayal of the black man on screen and, 
more importantly, played several roles that 
might easily have been played by a white 
man.’’ The article went on: ‘‘In 1965 came 
a personal victory, when his colour wasn’t 
even mentioned by the critics.” Two years 


later, Poitier became the first black actor to 
be accepted in a romantic role with a white 
woman in Guess Who’s Coming to Dinner? 
While certain factions have fostered 
coloured immigration to serve their political 
ends, they are prepared to sacrifice white 
womanhood for the same purpose. These 
critics will always enthuse over scenes in 
which white women are portrayed in the 
arms of black actors. 
This critic, however, thinks that a little 
black goes a long way. 
R.E. TANDY 
Kings Lynn, Norfolk 


SIR: Is it my imagination, but is the drive to 
push multi-racialism through the media being 
stepped up? 

Every week on TV we are seeing more 
black actors and actresses, more black 
models in commercials, more black news- 
readers and reporters. And while some black 
sportsmen certainly are accomplished I am 
sure that their achievements are being 
highlighted by the media out of all 
proportion to reality. 

I don’t know whether British or American 
products are the worst, but maybe we are 
just a little way behind the States in 

‘political correctness’ in the cinema and on 
TV. In American crime films nowadays it 
can almost be predicted with certainty that 
the police chief will be a black man, who at 
some point in the story will give his white 
subordinates a dressing down for their 
slackness and stupidity. We also get black 
lawyers, black judges, black college 
professors and black nuclear scientists. This 
portrayal would lack credibility in Britain so 
for the moment people watching British TV 
films have to be content with brilliant and 
courageous black and Asian PCs, who regul- 
arly outshine their white colleagues in 
responding to the call of duty! 
J. SAMPSON 
Lincoln 
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B.N.P. BOOK SERVICE. (TEL:081 316 4721) 
154 UPPER WICKHAM LANE, WELLING, KENT DA16 3DP. 


NORMALLY OPEN TUESDAY TO FRIDAY 10 a.m. TO 5.30 p.m. 


AMERICA’S DECLINE: THE EDUCATION OF A 
CONSERVATIVE (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £3.50. A 
collection of articles and reviews on various aspects of 
the collapse of modern civilisation. 1981, 37Spp. © 
ARTHURIAN LEGENDS, THE. £14.95 (hardback 
only). A beautifully illustrated anthology of Arthurian 
literature from Geoffrey of Monmouth to T.H. White. 
A ‘must’ for lovers of nation legends. 1979, 224pp. 


A WORLD COUP D’ETAT IS PLANNED (Dr. Kitty 
Little) 50p. Update to Treason at Westminster, giving 
details of the destructive effects of treaties foisted on 
Britain. 1984, 66p. 

BABYLONIAN WOE, THE (David Astle) £17.00. A 
study of the origin of certain financial practices and 
their effects on the events of ancient history, written in 
the light of the present day. 1975, 250pp. 

BARNES TRILOGY, THE (Harry Elmer Barnes) 
£2.75. A combined volume containing this famous 
American revisionist’s pamphlets: Court Historians 
versus Revisionism; Blasting the Historical Blackout and 
Revisionism and Brainwashing. These first appeared in 
1952, 1963 and 1963 respectively, and this combined 
edition is dated 1979. 133pp. 

BEHIND THE SCENE (Douglas Reed) £3.50. A 
reprint of the second part of the author’s Far and Wide, 
published in 1953. The new themes are titled ‘Zionism 
Paramount’ and ‘Communism Penetrant’. 93pp. 
BEST OF ATTACK AND NATIONAL VANGUARD, 
THE £12.00. A selection of hard-hitting nationalist 
articles published between 1970 and 1982 in two 
uncompromising American magazines. 217 large pages. 
BIOLOGY OF THE RACE PROBLEM, THE (Prof. 
W.C. George) £1.00. The race equality hoax destroyed 
by an academic expert. 7Opp. 

BLOOD GROUPS AND RACEx (Roger Pearson) 
65p. Describes how races are identifiable by their blood 
group patterns by means of classification techniques. 
2nd ed. 1966, 36pp. 

BOUND TO FAIL (Sundry authors) £2.00. A series 
of articles by various experts covering every aspect of 
Britain’s disastrous membership of the EEC. 1987, 
62pp. 

BRITAIN’S FUTURE: INDEPENDENCE OR 
EXTINCTION (Prof. Stephen Bush) £1.00. A strong 
plea for British independence from EC bureau-cracy. 
1990, 19pp. 

CAMP OF THE SAINTS, THE (Jean Raspail) £5.00. 
A welcome reissue of this sensational novel about the 
destruction of the white race by Asian immigrant 
invasion. 1973, 311pp. 

CHURCHILL’S WAR (David Irving) £16.95. The 
highly controversial story of Britain’s World War H 
leader during the late pre-war and wartime years. This 
book was shunned by all the ‘establishment’ publishers 
on account of its startling disclosures. Churchill- 
worshippers and believers in the ‘orthodox’ version of 
modern history will not like this book, as it describes its 
- central character as the man who ruined Britain and the 
British Empire in his insane vendetta against Hitler. 
1987, 591pp. 

CONSPIRACY OR DEGENERACY? (Prof. Revilo 
P. Oliver) £4.00. Text of a lecture by the author, a 
brilliant classical scholar, to New England rally for 
God, Family and Country 1966. 76pp. 
CONTROVERSY OF ZION, THE (Douglas Reed) 
£14.50. A best seller in nationalist circles ever since its 
publication. A study of Jewish-Gentile relations since 
biblical times, packed with little known and long 
suppressed facts. 1979, 580pp. 

DEALING IN HATE: THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
ANTI-GERMAN PROPAGANDAs (Dr. Michael F. 
Connors) £2.50. The writer destroys the fallacy ofa 
warlike Germany and examines the methods used to 
promote the myth. 1966, 40pp. 

DID SIX MILLION REALLY DIE? (Richard 
Harwood) £1.00. The fact-filled pamphlet that refutes 
the holocaust legends and has evoked Zionist frenzy. 
28pp. 

DILEMMA OF. INTER-RACIAL RELATIONS, 
THE (Prof. R. Gayre of Gayre) 60p. Demonstrates 
the folly of enforced racial integration. 1966, 21pp. 
DISPOSSESSED MAJORITY, THE (Wilmot Robert- 
son) £7.50. This book has attracted worldwide atten- 
tion, dealing as it does with racial problems in America 
— and not just- simply the black-white situation. 2nd 
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edition 1981, 613pp. 


ELEVENTH HOUR, THE (John Tyndall) £12 hard- 
back. Mostly written by the BNP leader in prison, this 
is the book all nationalists have waited for. The most 
comprehensive presentation yet to appear of the case for 
British Nationalism. 1988, 609pp. 

ELITE, THE (Barbara Cole) £17.00. The exciting 
story of the Rhodesian Special Air Service and its 
campaign against terrorism. 1984, 449pp. 

ENEMY OF EUROPE, THE (Francis Parker Yockey 
& Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £6.00. Thought-provoking 
essay on the powers set on destroying the European 
peoples, written by Yockey and accompanied by a 
review of Yockey’s work by Prof. Oliver. 1981, 240pp. 
EUGENICS AND RACEx (Roger Pearson) 65p. A 
selection of articles from Northern World magazine, 
showing that heredity is the basis for the study of both 
race and eugenics. 2nd ed. 1966, 42pp. 

FORCED WAR, THE (David L. Hoggan) £21.00. 
The book for which revisionists have been awaiting for 
years. Described by Harry Elmer Barnes as ‘‘...the first 
thorough study of responsibility for the causes of the 
Second World War...the definitive revisionist work on 
the subject.’’ 1989, 732pp. 

FRAUDULENT GOSPEL, THE (Bernard Smith) 
£5.95. The third edition of a devastating exposé of the 
World Council of Churches and its support for 
communism and terrorism. 1991, 168pp. 

FRENCH REVOLUTION, THE (Nesta Webster) 
£6.00. A much needed reprint of the counter-revolut- 
ionary classic that exposed the plotting behind the first 
great revolutionary bloodbath of modern history. 1919 
(rep. 1988), xiv, 519pp. 

GLOBAL MANIPULATORS, THE (Robert Eringer) 
£2.50. While the author repudiates any conspiratorial 
view of world events, he still provides a comprehensive 
exposure of the organisation and influence of the Bilder- 
berg Group and the Trilateral Commission. 1980, 95pp. 
GOODBYE OZ CULTURE (Nicholas Maine) £3.50. 
A hard-hitting exposure of the perils facing Australia 
from non-white immigration and of the establishment 
lies being used to promote it. The author is an active 
campaigner against the betrayal of our brother nation. 
1990, 125pp. 

GRAND DESIGN, THE (Douglas Reed) £2.25. A 
behind-the-scenes look at modern world history. 1977, 
45pp. 

GREAT HOLOCAUST TRIAL, THE (Michael A. 
Hoffmann II) £4.00. Extremely comprehensive and 
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well-written report on the infamous trial of Ernst Zundel 
in Canada, also covered in The Zundel Trial and Free 
Speech. 1985, 95pp. 


_HITLER’S WAR (David Irving) £25.00. A revised 


and abridged version of The War Path: Hitler’s 
Germany 1933-39 and Hitler’s War (1977 ed.). 1991, 
VI, 857pp. 

HOAX OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY, THE 
(Prof. A.R. Butz) £2.40. A scientist applies clinical 
methods to an investigation of the ‘holocaust’ and 
completely dissects the myth. 2nd edition 1977, 315pp. 


HOLOCAUST ON TRIAL, THE (Robert Lenski) 
£14.20. The story of Ernst Zundel’s second trial, with 
illustrations and verbatim extracts from the transcript. 
1990, iv, 544pp. 

HOLOCAUST STORY AND THE LIES OF 
ULYSSES, THE (Paul Rassinier) £7.75. A socialist 
ex-inmate of Buchenwald and Dora concentration camps 
destroys the holocaust legend. Rassinier was decorated 
for his work in the French Resistance, so this is one 
revisionist they can’t smear. 1978, xviii, 447pp. 


ICEBREAKER (Victor Suvorov) £16.99. A Russian 
defector shows how Stalin engineered the war with 
Germany and exploited it to advance world communism. 
1990, xvii, 364pp. 

INNOCENT IN DACHAUx (Joseph Halow) £13.00. 
A revisionist view of the Dachau war crimes trials by a 
Lebanese American who served as a court reporter. The 
book is based on the author’s own experiences and on 
subsequent archival research. 1993, IV, 337pp. 


1.Q. AND RACIAL DIFFERENCES (Prof. Henry 
Garrett) £1.00. Clear and concise summary of the 
evidence of racial differences in intelligence and their 
significance in education. 1980, 57pp. 


IRON CURTAIN OVER AMERICA (John Beaty) 
£7.80. Describes how America’s foreign policy was 
distorted by minority interests. Contains important 
chapters on the Second World War, the communisation 
of China and the Middle East. 1951, 267pp. 


IS THE DIARY OF ANNE FRANK GENUINE? 
(Robert Faurisson) £2.75. Reprinted from The Journal 
of Historical Review, this is a critical commentary on an 
emotive historical document. 1982, 62pp. 


IS THERE INTELLIGENT LIFE ON EARTH? 
(Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £4.00. An entertaining survey 
z modern fallacies and their charlatan promotors. 1983, 
PP. 

THE LEMMING FOLK (James Gibb Stuart) £7.95. 
A witty and factual examination of current attitudes and 
intellectual fashions that are threatening our future. 
1980, 246pp. 
LEUCHTER REPORT, THE (Fred A. Leuchter) 
£5.00. The evidence on ‘gas chambers’ by an American 
engineer that rocked the Zundel trial. Leuchter, in 
effect, testified that such installations could not have 
existed in German occupied Europe before or during 
1939-45. 1988, 66pp. 


MERRIE ENGLAND, 2000x (Colin Jordan) £1.00. 
A fictional portrayal of life at the start of the coming 
century, with white people under the lash of the racial 
‘harmonisers’. 1993, 39pp. 


MIGHT OF THE WEST, THE (Laurence R. Brown) 
£12.00. An American engineer-scholar gives a new 
interpretation of the history of western civilisation, 
showing the importance of the mediaeval contribution to 
philosophy and science, and showing that the decline of 
the West is not historically inevitable, as some would 
teach us. 1963, vii, 562pp. 


MONEY BOMB, THE (James Gibb Stuart) £4.25. 
Discusses the failure of our debt-based financial system 
and describes its role in creating inflation. 1983, 158pp. 


NAKED CAPITALIST, THE (W. Cleon Skousen) 
£4.80. A study of the political power and ambitions of 
America’s and the world’s financial capitalists and of 
their link-up with communism. 1970, 144pp. 
NAMELESS WAR, THE (Capt. A.H.M. Ramsay) 
£5.75. An outline of the secret history of the events 
leading up to the Second World War, including inform- 
ation on previous upheavals. The author had the honour 
of being imprisoned without trial for four years during 
World War II, despite his status as a member of parlia- 
ment. Originally published 1952, 128pp. 
NATIONAL SUICIDE: MILITARY AID TO THE 
SOVIET UNION (Anthony Sutton) £6.80. Shows 
quite conclusively that Soviet military technology is a 


creation of American aid. Exposes the myth of 
American ‘anti-communism’. 1973, 83pp. 


NEW UNHAPPY LORDS, THE (A.K. Chesterton) 
£6.00 hardback. An exposure of the financial power 
that seeks to dragoon mankind into a global police state. 
1972,288pp. 


OTHER LOSSES (James Bacque) £4.50. Startling 
exposures by a French Canadian writer of the 
maltreatment and deaths suffered by German POWs 


under Eisenhower’s occupying US troops after World 
War II. 1989, 230pp. 


PLOT AGAINST SOUTH AFRICA, THE» (Klaus 
D. Vaque) £17.00. A successful first-generation South 
African businessman exposes the international forces 
bent on the destruction of his country, and shows that 
civil rights are not the real motivation. 1989, 244pp. 


POPULISM AND ELITISM (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 
£4.00. A study of the purpose and function of political 
power and the elements which wield it in the present 
century. 1982, 101pp. 

RACE (J.R. Baker) £25.00 hardback. The author, a 
professional zoologist for 50 years, provides an 
objective and scholarly account of what race means and 
how the concept has affected human thinking. A special- 
ist book, but one of great importance. 1974, 625pp. 
RACE AND POLITICS (H.B. Isherwood) 50p. 
Shows that a sense of racial identity is an essential 
element of nationhood. 1974, 36pp. 


RACE AND REALITY (Carlton Putnam) £4.00. A 
companion volume and supplement to Race and Reason, 
showing how the truth about the race issue has been 
suppressed by interested parties. 1967 (rep. 1977), 
192pp. 


RACE AND REASON (Carlton Putnam) £4.00. A- 


plain, unemotional account of the race issue that has 


been an invaluable contribution to the debate ever since 
it was first published. 1961 (rep. 1977), 125pp. 


RED PATTERN OF WORLD CONQUEST (Eric 
Butler) £3.75. A distinguished Australian patriot shows 
that the advance of communism has been assisted by the 


weakness and treachery of western leaders. New ed. 
1985, 115pp. 

RELIGION AND THE RACIAL CONTROVERSY 
(H.B. Isherwood) 50p. Shows that racial integration is 
not ordained by Christianity but that the reverse is true. 
1970, 16pp. 

SABOTAGE AND TORTURE (Barbara Cole) 
£12.00. The story of the framing and maltreatment of 
white airmen in Robert Mugabe’s ‘Zimbabwe’. 1988, 
209pp. 

SECRET SOCIETIES AND SUBVERSIVE MOVE- 
MENTS (Nesta Webster) £7.25. A standard authority 
on the most important secret societies undermining civil- 
isation and Christianity in the 200 years up to the early 
1920s. Reprint of 1924 edition, 419pp. 
SELF-DETERMINATION? THE QUESTION 
ULSTER MUST ANSWER (Richard Cameron) 
£5.99. The author’s solution of self-determination for 


Ulster under the Crown may be contentious, but the 
book makes plain the neglect and mismanagement to 
which the province has been subjected by direct rule. 
1992, 192pp. 

SIX MILLION RECONSIDERED, THE (W. 
Grimstad) £2.50. Examines not only the ‘holocaust’ but 
other topics involved in the Jewish Question, including 
the exploitation of the ‘anti-semitic’ smear. 1977, 


170pp. 

SPECTRE OF POWER (Malcolm Ross) £6.00. The 
campaigning Canadian schoolteacher describes the 
vendetta against him by a powerful minority. 1987, 
165pp. 

STATE SECRETS (Count. Leon de Poncins) £3.50. 
A study of some little known state documents that throw 
much light on recent history. 1975, 191pp. 


STRUGGLE FOR WORLD POWER, THEx 
(George Knupffer) £6.20. The fourth edition of a work 
by a distinguished Russian author dealing with the 
communist and financial conspiracies and showing the 
link between the two. 1986, 240pp. 


THIS AGE OF CONFLICT (Ivor Benson) £2.50. An 


exposure of the illegitimate power-structures that exist 
in today’s world. 1987, 6lpp. 


THOUGHT CRIMES: THE KEEGSTRA CASE 
(Doug Christie) £2.40. The text of Doug Christie’s 
courtroom defence of the persecuted Canadian 
schoolteacher Jim Keegstra. 1986, 34pp. 


TOO BRIGHT THE VISION?» (Arthur Lewis) 
£7.99. The reminiscences of a valiant clergyman who 
upheld the causes of Christianity and civilised rule in 
Rhodesia. Despite being born in the UK, the author had 
the honour of being barred from this country by the 
Wilson régime. 1992, viii, 279pp. 

TORPEDO RUNNING £5.00. An illustrated magazine- 
sized survey of the writing career of historian David 
Irving. xii, 14pp. 

TRADITIONALISTS’ ANTHOLOGY (Compiled by 
Elizabeth Lady Freeman) £9.00. A fascinating 
collection of quotations from a wide variety of writers, 


many of which are of direct relevance to the nationalist 
cause. 1986, 185pp. 


TREASON AT WESTMINSTER (Dr. Kitty Little) 
50p. Text of a memorandum to the Royal Commission 
on Criminal Procedure entitled: Infiltration of the 
Government by members of subversive or criminal 
organisations for the purpose of furthering the interests 
of those organisations. 1979, 24pp. 


UNCONDITIONAL HATRED (Capt. Russell 
Grenfell) £8.00. An exposure of the hate campaign 
against Germany before and during World War II 
conducted by British politicians, together with its 
disastrous consequences. 1953, 273pp. 


UNHOLY ALLIANCE, THE (Patrick Walsh) £2.25. 
A former Canadian undercover police officer exposes 
the dirty tricks employed by communists and Zionists to 
misdirect and destroy patriotic groups and to suppress 
free enquiry. 1986, 34pp. 


USES OF RELIGION, THE (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 


£1.00. Examines the value of religion as a socially 
cohesive force. 1982, 36pp. 


VENTILATIONS (Wilmot Robertson) £4.50. The 
sequel to the same author's widely acclaimed The 
Dispossessed Majority. Revised edition 1982, 113pp. 


VICTIM OF THE HOLOCAUST (Hans Peter 
Rullman) £3.50. The story of the framing of John 
Demjanjuk. 1987, 78pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE BOLSHEVIK 
REVOLUTION (Anthony C. Sutton) £6.80. The links 
between Wall Street finance and the Russian Revolution 
are proved beyond all question by an established 
scholar. 1974, 228pp. 


WALL STREET AND THE RISE OF HITLER 
(Anthony C. Sutton) £6.80. A book that has aroused 
considerable controversy among nationalists by its 
suggestion that Hitler had big financial backing from 
Wall Street. The author is an expert on the links 
between finance and politics. Read what he says and 
decide for yourself. 1976, 220pp. 

WAR LORDS OF WASHINGTON (Curtis B. Dall) 
£2.60. In an interview with Anthony J. Hilder, 
Roosevelt’s son-in-law exposes FDR’s responsibility for 
Pearl Harbour. n.d., 45pp. 


WEALTH, VIRTUAL WEALTH AND DEBTx 
(Frederick Soddy) £10.00. The author, a Nobel prize- 
winner in chemistry, points the way to a satisfactory 
and beneficial financial system. A long-established 
classic. 1926 (Rep. 1983), 320pp. , 


WHAT 1992 REALLY MEANS (Dr. Brian Burkitt 
& Mark Baimbridge) £1.50. Two academic economists 
show the dangers to Britain from involvement in the 
Single European Market. A booklet packed with facts 
and figures. 1989, 44pp. 


WHICH WAY, WESTERN MAN? (William G. 
Simpson) £6.00. A work of outstanding philosophical 
importance based on a lifetime’s study and thought. The 
author was a former Christian liberal who through 
experience turned right away from liberalism and 
embraced the teachings of Nietzsche. Even if the reader 
does not agree with all his religious opinions, the book 
is well worth reading for its account of the author’s 
political awakening. Enthusiastically reviewed in 
Spearhead when it first appeared. 1978, xii, 758pp. 
ZIONIST CONNECTION, THE (Alfred M. 
Lilienthal) £13.00. The second edition of a sensational 
exposure by a non-Zionist Jew of Zionist power 
politics. 1982, 904pp. 

ZIONIST FACTOR, THEx (Ivor Benson) £10.40. 
New and much improved edition of a book first 
published in 1986. A study of the Jewish presence in 
20th century history, covering such events as the 
Bolshevik Revolution, the creation of Israel, the fall of 
Rhodesia and the relationship between communism and 
capitalism. 1992, iii, 20Spp. 

ZIONIST TERROR NETWORK, THE £2 00. A 12 
page report on the murderous activities in the United 
States of the Jewish Defence League, compiled by the 
staff of the Institute for Historical Review. 


PUBLICITY MATERIAL 


Except where otherwise stated, the items listed 
below should be ordered from PO Box 117, 
Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 


A New Way Forward 


A summary of the main political objectives of the 


THE ENEMY 
WITHIN 


LATEST 
BOOKLET 
Text of 
complaint to 
Broadcasting 
Complaints 
Commission 
over Public 
Fye pro-- 
gramme 
(See this 


page) 


How TV brainwashes 
a nation 


BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY(([) 


British National Party. 78p post-free. 
Fight Back?! 


British National Party manifesto for the recent 1992 
election. Policies are exactly as outlined in A New Way 
Forward (above) but with different title, cover design 
and introduction. 78p post-free. 


Where We Stand 


A new, abridged and bang up-to-date statement of BNP 
policies. Standard information brochure sent to 
enquirers. 28p post-free. 


No to Maastricht! No to Europe! 

Brand-new booklet outlining the British National Party 
case against the EC and in particular against the Maas- 
tricht Treaty. Produced out of collaboration between 
BNP Devon Branch and party headquarters. 58p post- 


Sree. 


The Enemy Within 


This, the latest BNP booklet, is about the role of the 
BBC as a weapon of mass brainwashing. The booklet 
comprises the text of an official complaint by the party 
to the Broadcasting Complaints Commission following 
the odious Public Eye programme shown in January 
1993. Although the complaint is about one specific TV 


programme, its general drift could be said to apply to a 
wide range of anti-nationalist propaganda on TV and 
radio. 43p post-free. 


BNP Election Manifesto 1983 
Booklet outlining the policies on which the British 


National Party fought the 1983 general election. Entitled 
Vote for Britain (23pp). 48p post-free. 
BNP Badges 


British National Party badges with logo in red, white. 
and blue. £1.25 post-free. 


BNP Key Rings 
Key rings with attachment bearing BNP logo in red,. 
white and blue. £1.75 post-free. 


BNP Cloth Logo 


BNP logo in cloth, also in red, white and blue. Ideal for 
sowing onto anoraks, etc. £1.50 post-free. 


BNP Leaflets 


Join us! New recruiting leaflet designed to aid coming 
BNP Autumn and Winter recruitment campaign. Gives 
brief account of best-known BNP policies. A summons 


Contd. overleaf 
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battle! | 

Immigration: the time to say STOP! Leaflet drawing 
attention to the still large numbers of immigrants 
coming into Britain and calling for repatriation. 


Violent crime im Britain: the horrifying truth. Deals 
with muggings, rapes and other violent attacks on 
defenceless people, giving examples of specific cases. 
Calls for much tougher treatment of violent criminals. 


Hang child murderers! Very powerful leaflet calling 
for the death penalty for the killers of little children. 


Stop unemployment... Ban imports! Up-to-date leaflet 
dealing with the effect on British jobs of unrestricted 
imports of goods that can and should be produced in 
Britain by British workers. Contains photo of pithead 
scene and is especially suitable for distribution to coal 
miners threatened with redundancy through planned pit 
closures. 


Stand by Ulster! Leaflet supporting Loyalists in 
Northern Ireland and listing BNP policies for the 
province. 


Election warm-up leaflet. This leaflet has been 
prepared specially for areas where the BNP plans to put 
up candidates for elections, whether parliamentary or 
local government. It precedes the final leaflet bearing 
the candidate's name, and is designed for ‘warm-up’ 
purposes. Based on the ‘Rights for Whites’ theme, it is 
especially valuable for areas where immigration and 
race are a big issue. 


Wake up Scotland! Leaflet specially designed to bring 
the BNP message to Scotland. 


These leaflets cost £4.50 per 1,000, with postage 


charges of £4.10 for 1,000 and £4.65 for 2,000. 


BNP Recordings 


Rally ’92. Video-recording of BNP Annual -Rally in 
London on October 24th 1992. Hear and see speeches 
by Syd Carthew, John Peacock, Ken Henderson, Claude 
Cornilleau, David Bruce, Sam Dickson, . Richard 
Edmonds and John Tyndall. 

Rally °91. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 12th 1991. Hear and see speeches 
by Steve Tyler, Scott McLean, Ken Henderson, Eddy 
Butler, Tony Wells, Dr. Donald Clarke, Richard 
Edmonds and John Tyndall. 


Rally °90. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 13th 1990. Hear and see speeches 


_by David Bruce, Steve Cartwright, John Peacock, Karl 


Philipp, Tony Wells, Steve Smith, Richard Edmonds 
and John Tyndall. 


Rally ’89. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 14th 1989. Hear and see speeches 
by Mark Wilson, John Peacock, Gus McLeod, Tony 
Morgan, David Bruce, Harry Mullin, Richard Edmonds 
and John Tyndall. 

Rally ’87. Video-recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 31st 1987. Hear and see speeches 
by Ronald Rickcord, Ian Sloan, Gus McLeod, Dr. Peter 
Peel, Richard Edmonds, Stanley Clayton-Garnett, David 
Bruce and John Tyndall. 


Videos cost £12.00 plus 93p p&p. 


Rally °82. Sound recording of BNP Annual Rally in 
London on October 16th 1982, the theme of which was 


‘Unite and fight for Britain’s future’. Speeches by 
Charles Parker and John Tyndall. 

Tyndall Speaks I. Two studio talks: (1) ‘Our Anglo- 
Saxon heritage’; (2) ‘Britain's economic crisis’. 
Tyndall Speaks II. Two studio talks: (1) ‘The case for 
nationalism’; (2) ‘Tragedy of the 20th century’ (about 
World War ID. 

Tyndall Speaks III. Two studio talks: (1) ‘Why we 
must repatriate’; (2) ‘Foundations of the national 
community’. P 
Tyndall Speaks IV. Two studio talks: (1) “The way to 
full employment’; (2) ‘The racial time-bomb’. 
Recordings are on audio-cassette and cost £3.50 plus 
34p p&p. 


Allied publications 

We recommend the following two publications which, 
although not connected with the British National Party, 
reflect a broadly similar viewpoint on national and 
international issues:- 


CANDOUR 

British views letter, founded by A.K. Chesterton to 
defend national sovereignty against the menace of inter- 
national finance. Subscription: UK £12.00 per year; 
Overseas £15.00 per year; U.S.A $25.00 per year. 
Obtainable from: Forest House, Liss Forest, Hants. 
GU33 7DD. 


THE TRUTH AT LAST 

Hard-hitting paper for American and other white race 
patriots. Send a £5 note for a six-month trial subscrip- 
tion to: PO Box 1211, Marietta, Georgia 30061, U.S.A. 


BIRMINGHAM DAY OF ACTION 


The hysterical opponents of the British 
National Party promised yet again that they 
would prevent us selling British Nationalist 
in Birmingham city centre, this time on 
Saturday, the 12th June. Yet again they were 
frustrated. We had an excellent sale and met 
with a great response from local shoppers. 

This activity was a follow-up to the one 
on March 6th this year, when we held the 
first paper sale on the streets of Central 
Birmingham for ten years. It must be under- 
stood that selling the party paper in the 
centre of a very large multi-racial city like 
Birmingham can be a dangerous business 
unless the sales team is substantial in size 


BRITISH NATIONALIST 


British Nationalist is a tabloid published 
in support of the British National Party, 
normally on a monthly basis. Sample 
copies will be sent on receipt of 48p 
(covering p&p). Subscription for 12 
issues is £6.00 (British Isles) or £8.25 
(overseas surface mail). Bulk rates are 
as follows:- 
10 copies £2.80 
25 copies £6.60 
50 copies £12.00 


+ 93p post 
+ 
+ 

100 copies £21.00 + 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 


£3.15 post 
£4.10 post 
£4.65 post 
£5.35 post 
£6.25 post 
£7.80 post 


150 copies £30.00 
200 copies £36.00 
300 copies £50.40 
400 copies £66.00 £7.80 post 
500 copies £78.00 by Roadline 


Cheques/postal orders to British Nat- 
ionalist, PO Box 117, Welling, Kent 
DA16 3DW. Please keep orders and 
enquiries concerning British Nationalist 
entirely separate from other corres- 
pondence in order to avoid confusion 
and delay. 
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and has adequate back-up in the way of 
defence. This means that the operation must 
be organised with the co-operation of the 
whole. Midlands Region and, with other 
areas also demanding attention, cannot yet 
be undertaken as frequently as we would 
like. 

At a Midland organisers’ planning 
meeting it was agreed that the day of action 
on June 12th would be held in two stages. In 
stage one, in the knowledge that there was 
to be an ‘anti-racist? march from the suburb 


o-oo 


of Handsworth to Birmingham city centre we 
decided on a morning paper sale. As stage 
two, we planned a demonstration on the 
proposed site of a Hindu temple in nearby 
Tividale, backed up by a massed leaflet 
distribution. , 

In the morning BNP activists turned up in 
strength at the sales pitch allowed by the 
authorities. For some twenty minutes 
members of the public were allowed to buy 
copies of BN, and those who did gave us 
Contd. on page 20 
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A part of the BNP team are seen here on the proposed site of the temple in Tividale, 
near Birmingham. Someone seems to have been at work on the ‘Welcome’ sign in the 
: background! 


Starting this month, the British National 
Party will be embarking on an intensive pro- 
gramme of political education and training. 
This programme is long overdue but has 
been postponed in the past because of other 
priorities and the inability of organisational 
staff to find adequate time to undertake such 
a programme properly. 

Over the past three or four years a great 
deal of time and effort have been allocated 
to the promotion of public activities aimed at 
winning media headlines and forcing the 
BNP into public consciousness. Now this 


OBITUARY 


STANLEY CLAYTON-GARNETT, a well- 
known and highly respected member of the 
British National Party throughout Yorkshire, 
died of cancer in a Leeds hospital last 
month. He was 71. 

- This news, sad though it was when it 


came, was not unexpected. Over the past 


year or two Stan Clayton-Garnett and his 
friends had known that he had not long to 
live, the terminal nature of his illness having 
been diagnosed by specialists. He app- 
roached this last stage of his life with great 
courage in the face of increasing pain. 
Almost to the end, he attempted to do what 
he could to assist the BNP, and even in the 
final months was attending meetings. 

Stan Clayton-Garnett was born in 1922. 
He took an interest in politics at an early age 
and was a junior member of British Union 
just before the war. When war came he 
joined the RAF and rose to the rank of 
Flight Lieutenant. After the war he took up 
an academic career in which his last 
appointment was that of headmaster of 
Delph Hill Middle School, Bradford. 

On retirement in the early 1980s, Stan 
plunged himself into political activity — it 
having been impossible for him to identify 
himself with the politics in which he 
believed while still in his headmaster’s post. 
He joined the British National Party after 
seeing its general election broadcast in 1983. 
Soon he began to play a leading role in the 
promotion of the party in Yorkshire, 
speaking all over the county and sometimes 
further afield. For a time he served as BNP 
Chairman for the North of England. He also 
put in much work trying to build bridges 
between the BNP and other nationalist org- 
anisations. It was not his fault that these 
efforts failed. 

His problems with cancer began several 
years ago. Chemotherapy treatment seemed 
for a while to have arrested the growths, but 
the illness reappeared and spread, causing 
his eventual decease. 

Stan Clayton-Garnett was a good friend as 
well as a valuable colleague and I am merely 


Stanley Clayton-Garnett 


object has been achieved, and the party is 
nationally well known. In the immediate 
future such activities will continue but will 
be more carefully selected — with a view to 
fewer and better. In the meantime much 
greater effort will be made to improve the 
internal organisation of the party, to make it 
more professional and to train its personnel 
to perform their tasks more expertly. 

Since 1989 the party has doubled its size. 
This development, while most welcome, has 
brought problems in that the party’s leader- 
ship structure must be expanded so.as to 


/SLANLEY CLAYTON-GARNETT 
A popular BNP speaker 


one of a good number who will recall many 
pleasant hours spent in his company, often at 
his home in Leeds. He will be greatly 
missed. 

I am sure I speak for everyone when I say 
that all our condolences go out to his wife 
and family in theic bereavement. 

J.H.T. 


BNP launches big training programme 


reflect membership growth. More people 
must be found who are able to take respons- 
ibility, and they must be enabled to perform 
their tasks with greater skill. 

At a leadership conference in London in 
May these priorities were discussed and 
agreed upon and a provisional programme 
for training was drawn up. The requirements 
will be announced and explained at a branch 
organisers’ conference this month. A start 
has been made in the inauguration of a 
series of training lectures to take place on a 
once-monthly basis in the London area 
(details of the first lecture on this page). It is 
intended to spread this programme as soon 
as possible to the Midlands, the North of 
England and Scotland with the co-operation 
of regional leaders in those areas. 

ELT LIT ERTER TT E A RTRA BEEE EA TEE E ESER EAA E E TE IIS, 
TRAINING SEMINAR 
British National Party leaders’ and activists’ 


: training seminar: Central London, July 15th, 


in the evening. Subject: The Essentials of 
Leadership. Speaker: John Tyndall. This is 
the first of a series of monthly training 
seminars that will be held in! London over 
the coming months. All those who wish to 
attend should contact their local branches 
for further details nearer the date or ring the 
BNP Bookshop at 081 316 4721. 


Training programmes will fall basically 
into two parts: (a) Education in party 
ideology and policy; (b) Training in essential 
party functions. 

In conjunction with this training pro- 


gramme it is intended that the party will - ao 


produce, within the next few months, a BNP _ 
activists’ handbook, which will contain 


instructions and advice on the main functions 


carried out by local party units. This will 
include advice on starting a new unit entirely 
from scratch. 

Over the past years the party’s main 
strategy has been devoted to making the 
British people aware of the BNP. What is 
now of prime importance is what the British 
people see when they look at the BNP. We 
want them to see a movement that is 
thoroughly competent, disciplined and 


professional in everything it does. It is to 
this purpose that the new emphasis is 
directed. 
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ISLINGTON & CAMDEN 

BM Box 3958, London WCIN 3XX 
EAST LONDON 

PO Box 300, Emma Street, 
Hackney, London E2 7BZ 
HILLINGDON 

PO Box 390, Uxbridge, 

Middlesex UB8 3BA 

CROYDON & MERTON 

PO Box 301, Carshalton, 

Surrey SM5 4QW 

SOUTH EAST LONDON 

PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


EPPING FOREST 
PO Box 12, Loughton, Essex IG10 2DN 


WEST KENT 
PO Box 48, Tonbridge TN11 9JF 


EAST KENT 
PO Box 8, Ashford TN23 2EL 


WATFORD 
BM Box 1245, London WCIN 3XX 


MILTON KEYNES 
PO Box 811, Bradwell Common, 
Milton Keynes, Bucks. MK13 8YZ 


LUTON & DUNSTABLE 
PO Box 396, Luton, Beds. LUI 1YY 


BERKSHIRE & NORTH HANTS. 
BCM Box 41 10, London WCIN 3XX 


ISLE OF WIGHT 
PO Box 7, Ventnor, I.0.W. PO38 1RA 


DEVON 
PO Box 160, Exeter EX1 3YY 


SOUTH WALES 

PO Box 214, Cardiff CF3 9YB_ 
BIRMINGHAM 

PO Box 771, Great Barr, 
Birmingham B44 9LZ 
CANNOCK A 

PO. Box 3, Cannock WS11 2AF 


STOKE-ON-TRENT | 
PO Box 312, Hanley, Staffs. ST1 OSG 


lots of encouragement. Then the ANAL 
(Anti-Nazi League) mobsters arrived, 
preventing public access. This not only aff- 
ected our sales but also hit local traders. 
Our members were ready to defend 
themselves as the vastly more numerous 
ANAL rabble approached, but the police 


Send 50p for information pack to: 


P.O. BOX 117 
WELLING ~ 
KENT DA16 3DW 
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DAY OF ACTION 
(Contd. from page 18) 


(Telephone enquiries to: 081 316 4721) 


Contact your 
local party unit 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY is 
organised into active units extending over 
most of the United Kingdom. Here we give a 
list of the main units. 


LEICESTER 

PO Box 148, Leicester LE3 2YD 
NOTTINGHAM 

PO Box 2, Carlton, Nottingham NG4 3EQ 
DERBY 

PO Box 249, Derby DE21 9EG 
CHESTERFIELD 

PO Box 174, Chesterfield, 
Derbyshire S40 1FP 
LIVERPOOL 

PO Box 116, Liverpool L69 1SH 
MANCHESTER & SALFORD 
PO Box 16, Salford M6 5EP 
ROCHDALE 


PO Box 118, Rochdale, 
Lancs. OL16 1AH 


OLDHAM 
PO Box 10, Oldham, Lancs. OL8 2WW 


The BNP also has units in Hounslow & 
Staines, Redbridge, Barking & Dagenham, 
Isle of Sheppey, Reading, Gloucestershire, 
Bristol & Bath, Stevenage, Bedford, Stour- 
bridge, Coventry, Mansfield, Grantham, 
Ilkeston, North Wales, Bolton & Bury, 
Warrington, Batley, Hull, York, Skipton, 
Tees-side, Sunderland, Stirling & Alloa, Fife, 
Cumbernauld, Greenock, Lanarkshire, Ayr, 
Cumnock (Ayrshire), Inverness and Belfast. 
If you want to make contact with any of these 
units, or start a new unit, please write to 
BNP Head Office at PO Box 117, Welling, 
Kent DA16 3DW. 


stepped in and ordered us to move. There- 
upon we set off for Tividale. 

En route to Tividale we saw the ‘anti- 
racist’ march coming down the road more 
than an hour behind schedule — thanks to 
our morning activity. 

Stage two was on the theme of ‘Defend 
Tividale’. We got out masses of leaflets 
Opposing the building of the temple. The 
Black Country Development Corporation 
plans the building in the town of one of the 


Find out about the British National Party 


BLACKBURN 
PO Box 149, Blackburn, 
Lancs. BB2 2UQ 


BURNLEY 
PO Box 169, Burnley, Lancs. BB10 3AP 


NELSON & COLNE 

Flat 2, 18 Walton Street, Colne, 
Lancs. BB8 OEN 

BLACKPOOL 

PO Box 53, South Shore, 

Blackpool FY4 1FS 

LEEDS 

PO Box BR10, Bramley, Leeds 13 
BRADFORD 

PO Box 6, Thornton, Bradford BD13 3QF 
HUDDERSFIELD 

PO Box A43, Huddersfield HD1 4NN 


DEWSBURY 
PO Box 32, Dewsbury WF12 OYU 


HALIFAX 

PO Box 133, Halifax HX3 6HB 
TODMORDEN 

c/o PO Box 133, Halifax HX3 6HB 
DARLINGTON 

PO Box 61, Darlington, 

Co. Durham DL3 9RD 

TYNE & WEAR 

PO Box 25, Sunderland SR3 1YZ 


CUMBRIA 
PO Box 7, Ulverston, Cumbria LA12 8LX 


EDINBURGH 
PO Box 719, Edinburgh EH4 2SR 


WEST LOTHIAN 
PO Box 50, Livingston EH54 8JJ 


GLASGOW 
PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL 


PAISLEY 
PO Box 72, Paisley PA2 0BH 


NORTHERN IRELAND 
PO Box 20, Portadown, 
Co. Armagh BT62 3PX 


largest Hindu temples in Europe. The leaf- 
letting was followed by a demonstration on 
the proposed site of the temple in support of 
local people who do not want to lose their 
green space to accommodate it. 

We received massive support from local 
people, as shown by many horns sounding 
and thumbs-up signs from passers-by. 

The day was a huge success for the BNP, 
and won massive local publicity. 

Report from MIDLANDER 
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